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TTto republication of ih^ works of Brs. Bowden find Cooke, 
>nras sugrgested by the appearance of a new edition of the Rev. 
Dr. Miller's " Letters concerning tl)^ Constitution and Order of 
the Christian Ministry," which had occasioned the strictures 
■of the above-named authors. To . this new editlbn, Dr. M. 
prefixed ^ *^ Prelhninary Letter,^' which,' although containing 
nearly fifty octavo pages, throws no ^ther new light on his. 
argumcfnt tlian such as may flow from aa effort to enlist in its 
iavour the passions and prejudiceif, rather than the sober con- 
viction of the understandings, of his readeh». On some of the 
assertions, denunciations, and soj^isms, with which the '^ Pre- 
liminary Letter" abounds, it m^ be proper here to say a few 
words. 

The present writer has ncsrecollection of ever having seen any 
^ing so very like the denial of salvation to high-churchmen, so 
called, as in this portion of Dr> Miller's writings. Addressing 
his Presbyterian brethren, he uses these vord%: ^HBo far from 
being doubtful whether you taxf be saved out of the Episcopal 

» Church, my deep conviction is that the dat^er is all the Mhfiv 
way;'*^ that vis, that being in the Episcopal Chureh is exposure to 
the dflSnger of not being saved. The Dpctpr proceeds, however, 

' to^uali^ this semi-anathema in favour of a portion of the Epis^ 
copal Church, of which hQ tal^ great pains to bespeak the 

..good-wiU — ** that there is bbai, p^gbr* — ^not in being found in an 

.^ fipiscopal Church as sudb; for t6ere,I have no doubt, there may 
be as ardent piety, and as precious, well-founded hopes, as in the^ 
PresbjTterian or any .oth^r : but real dangbr in. beings found ip an 
ecclesiastical inclosure in which the high-church doctrine, with 
all its usual spirit, and accompanying errors,, form the prevalent 

»w 

* Hent And in the Mine wordi below, the emph«ti^e|pi|»]e are the Doctor's own • 
ezprefnve, no donbt, of hia " deep 6oaYietiQii*» of the swtal magnitude of thedangerl 
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system."* The credit of candour, at least, must here be awarded 
to the author. He is deeply convinced that high-churchmen are in . 
real danger of everlasting perdition ; and therefore warns his 
brethren to beware, as they Uve their own souls, of coming within 
their ecclesiastical inclosure. Dr. Miller gives us to understand, 
in this letter, that he admits that there may be a connexion be- 
tween the gross bigotry and udchristian intolerance, even of 
high-churchmen, and honesty and sincerity of heart ; and surely 
he ought not himself to /be shut out fi'om a similar exercise of 
tender mercy. And although he scarcely authorizes a hope that 
this honesty and sincerity may be Bn effectual extenuation with 
our gracious Judge, *I an» sure that there is not a high- 
churchman who will not delight to exercise that hope towards 
even the severest of his censors. 

•Against the real danger to their s^ouls t?f being high-church- 
men, or of even being foiind within the inclosure of such wicked 
men, the Doctor very naturally uses much warmth in 'guard- 
ing hip brethren, sometimes by entreaty and exhortation, but 
more frequently by endeavouring to heighten their holy abhor- 
rence of the abomination; Thfe catalogue of offences laid to the 
charge of high-churchmanship is neither short in dimensions, 
nor light in character. And as^ an example of the effect which 
a correct view of its principles and policy should have, he 
avows the magnanimous and Christian *' intention to hold it 
up to public odium, whenever" he has "occasion to speak 
of it."t Perhaps the unfortunate objects of this -indignant 
resolution may derive some comfort from the reflection that 
thef are not the first "sect" that has been "every where ' 
spoken against."! Nor will they be insensible to the grati- 
tude due to Him by whose judgment alone they think it a 
great matter to be judged, that He has not imparted His pre- 
rogative of knowing the heart, ta thq censor who presumes 
to look into their motives, B^d ascribe to them " a spirit 
unworthy of the Christian name."§ For such railing, it is to ,- 
be hoped that high-churchmen will have no railing to give in 
return ; but will cherish the feeling which genuine Christianity 
prompts towards those (it is to be hoped not many in number) 
who thus revile them. 
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The few passages in the Preliminary Letter which apprcHU- 
mate to any thing like argument, and some of the many ^hich 
rise no higher than mere denunciation, the r^eadcr will find amply- 
refuted in the following pages. On some points, however, it 
may not be amiss briefly to remark. • • 

How far Dr. Miller's denying the charge of misquotation ihwfi 
the Father« is consistent with facts, will appear from the work 
of Dr. Cooke, republished in theses volumes. To this work, the 
reader who would obtain correct inlbrmation on the important 
question agitated, and see Dr. Miller's strange mistakes corrected, 
in a spirit worthy both of a Christian and a philosopher, and 
with a knowledge of the subject gained by extensive and labo- 
rious reading, is particularly referred. This work, apd its worthy 
and intelligent author^ have, indeed, been made the objects of a 
disingenuous and flippant attack in an article in the " Biblical 
Repertory and Theological Review,". published under the aus- 
pices of the Presbyterian Theological Seminary at Princeton, N. J. 
The attack has been manfully repelled in an " Answer," by Dr. 
Cooke, strengthening his claim to respect and confidence for a 
thorough knowledge of his subject, and for the cool, dispaasion- 
^e, and truly Christian manner in which he treats it. It is 
delightful to see «uch eminently respectable and talented laymen 
stand forth as the champions and defenders of religious truth. 

Dr. Miller's formal declaration, " I have endeavoured to make 
«n.y quotations from the Fathers^ and other writers, with all the 
fidelity of which I am capable,'** is, of course, entitled to full 
<jredit. . The question, then, to be settled by an appeal to the 
facts, adduced by Drs. Bowden and Cooke, is made by Dr. Mil- 
ler himself to be, Of Tmio great fdeUty is he capable 7 And 
there can be little doubt, that with all the Doctor's honesty of in- 
tention, his prejudices on the subject led him to glance carelessly . 
over many " a folio page," and to fix his eye only on the "half 
^ dozen lines" which had "any direct bearing on Xhe purpose of 
the extract/'t 

Whether the rewJer can agree wjth Dr, M. that the lea9t 
warrant for prelacy cannot be found in the word of God, he wilt 
perhaps be better able to judge after tlie perusal of these volumes, 
especially the traqt entiliedj " Episcopacy Tested by Scriptare," 
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On this main point, therefore, it is unnecessarjr to say any thing: 
here. It must be obvious, however, to every one who reatls pages 
xii — Tf* of the " Preliminary Letter," that the Doctor has Airnished 
most conclusive arguments in favour of those views of religion 
which have been termed mystical, and are independent of any ex- 
ternal observances, rites, and ordinances. He who wonld be pious 
without the observance of the Lord's day, of public worship, 

' and of the sacraments, who would discard every thing like a 
ministry among God's people, and who would seek heaven in 
the way pointed out by the most disorganizing spicst of enthu- 

' siasm, will find no less respectable a sanction than the^course of 
argument adopted by Dr.. Miller under the first of his eleven 
heads of charges against high*churchmen. The '^ directions?' 
given in Scripture " to inquirers after the way of Christian obedi- 
ence and hope," as culled by Dr. M, make no mention of any 
Church, ministry, sacraments, or worship j except by an inter- 
pretation of the phrase " the washing of regeneration," which 
the Doctor would not probably admit. It is no answer to this, that 
the duty of obeying God's commandments has a due place gwen 
to it in this summary. For if infant baptism, and the observ- 
ance of the Lord's day, for instance, are supposed to be included 
within the requisition of such obedience, the Doctor's own ground 
is forsaken, by admitting as of obligation, points no otherwise 
" distinctly presented or maintained in the Ne\jr Testament," than, 
by fair inference, and the operation of the sound rule of interpreta- 
tion afforded by the generally received principles and practice of 
the Primitive Church,* And the candid reader is referred to 
these volumes in support of the proposition, here fearlessly 
advanced, that episcopacy is even more distinctly presented and 



♦ Of this rule of interpretation, Dr. Miller makes very proper and satisfactory 
use in his " Letters on tfnitarianism." A reference to this fact reminds the wri- 
ter of a singular instance of the different views which the same mind will take of 
the same subject, under the induence of different wishes and purposes. Dr. Miller 
quotes Ignatius both in his "Letters on the Ministry;," and in his "Letters on Unita- 
rianism." His quotations, however, are accompanied with remarks differing very 
essentially in their legitimate spirit and bearing, in the cases respectively. They 
are here placed in parallel columns for the more easy view of the reader. 

Lettert on the Ministry. Leitera on Unitarianism. ' 

" That even the * Shorter Epistles' of " The great body of learned men con- 
Ignatius are unworthy of confidence, as aider the smaller pieties of Ignatius as, 
the genuin* works of the Father whose in the main, the t^\ works of the writer 
name they bear, is the opinion of many whose nam* th(|y bear." — f. 122, 
ofthe ablest and best judges in the Pro- 
testant WDrld,"-^i^r#X «i.|l. 140. ^ccwd 
•rf p. 90, 
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mamtainod in the Neiv Testament, than either infant Jbaptissi, or 
the observance of the Lorp's day j and has, equally with them, 
the strong bearing of the above-mentioned ri^e of interpretation, 
in iavour of the fact of its bein^ ordained of God, and binding 
upon men. . . 

Whatever there is of connexion with the real question at issue 
in Dr. Miller's second head of whet he calls argummit, is. amply 
discussed by the writers in these volume^. His reference to the 
comparative powers of baptising and ordaining/ amounts ju^t 
to this, t{)at the apostles must have had equal powers with their 
Lord, and e^ol authority to ordain and send forth ministers, 
because th$yi' had the right tobapti^ie. 

linger this head, alsp, the Doctor feirly gives up the point th^t 
ordination by a presbytery, or any ordination at ajl, is necessary 
to constitute a minister of Cbrist. He maintains ^hat even if 
we could prove the fact, that episcopal ordination is .scriptural 
and primitive, it will not fojlow that it is of permanemt obligation. 
Only substitute, in this propositi(m, the words Presbyterian 
ordination, or the simple term ordinatioti^ and the Doctor's argu- 
ment furnishes a condUisive reason why the Congregationalist, 
who has had no other ordination than from his people^ or the 
mystic, who pretends to no other warjcant for preaching the 
Gospel than his own conviction of being sent, should be haUed 
by him as a brother in the ministry, and recommended to his 
communion as di\ly^ authorized to serve among them in the word 
and ordinances. ,* . . . 

A smile would not be much out of place on reading Dr. Miller's 
grave assurance to his Christian brethren, that " the first reform- 
ers of .the Church of JJngland were substantially Presbyterians 
in pr4nciple."t These venerable men, and those immediately 
succeeding them, have ample justice done to their sentiments in . 
•these volumes; on which point the reader will find the most 
enlightened and Satisfactory information in the works of Dr, 
Bowden. One remark, however, here forces itself upon the 
present writer.^ » 

^' The*first ijsformers of the Church of England," says Dr, 
Miller, " were substantially Presbyterians in principle." Now 
what evidence jdid they give of their Presbyterianiam ? In what 
coiild they have de(dj||ed their priiMiples more deliberately, an4 
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under & more solemn sense of responsibility, than In tlieir official 
ecclesiastical acts, and especially in appointed forms of addriess 
io the Deity? What, under these circumstances, were their 
•declarations? Such as these — ^^ It is evident unto all men, dili-. 
gently reading holy Scripture, and ancient authors, that from 
the Apostles' time, there have been these orders of ministers in 
Christ's Church, Bishops, Priests, and Deacons." Presbyte- . 
rianism maintains that ther^.was, in the Apostles' time, but one 
order of ministers. — '< No man shall be accounted or taken to be 
a lawful Bishop, Priest, or Deacon, in this Church, or suffered 
to execute any of the said f]inctions, except he hath had episcopal 
consecration or ordination."* Presbyterian ism considers it'un- 
scriptural and bigotted to insist on episcopal orders. — " Almighty 
God, who, by Thy Divine Providence^ hast appointed divers 
orders of ministers in Thy Church."t " Almighty God, who, 
by Thy Holy Spirit, hast appointed divers oj&ers of ministers in 
the Church."{ Presbyterianism maintains that but one order 
of ministers was divinely appointed. — "Almighty God, who 
didst inspire thine Apostles to choose Into the order of Dea- 
ayns the first mart3rr, St. Stephen, Vith others; mercifitUy 
behold these Thy servants, now called to the like office and 
administration y§ The office and administration to which 
the persons in whose behalf this solemn address is made to 
the Deity, are called, is that of Deacons^ as a grade of the 
ministry, with the power of preaching, baptixin^ and perform- 
ing otbef pastoral functions; The Veformers of the Church of 
England, therefore, maintained this view of the office of Deacons,* 
and believed that into such an office St. Stephen, and the rest of 
the seven Deacons, were chosen -by divitJfe inspiration. Presby- 
terianism maintains that Deacons are only lay officers, having 
no part nor lot In clerical functions.— And yet we are told that 
these refbrmers were *• substantially Presbyterians in principle?* 
A great blessing would it be to the Christian wgrld, if such* 
Presbyterians abounded more and more. The highest church- 
man could not go beyond them, in urging the- claims of epis-' 
copacy. If ever those claims s^mounted to tlie jus divinum^ 
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they did in the teaching of these reformers, and they do in the 
standards which the Protestant Episcopal (Church has received 
from them. To borrow, in part, the language of the late excel- 

, lent Bishop Ravenscroft, higher than the source to which the 
English reformers, and the standards of their Church, attribifte 
episcopacy, none need attempt to carry it, and lower than this 
t)rigin, none who taow the true grounds on which the reformers 
and the Church stand in this matter, will degrade it. 

Dr. Miller is certainly welcome to any advantage his cause 
may gain from the unworthy artifice of applying to the great 
and good men who conducted the English reformation the 
epithet, designed to be odious, of " Court reformera,^^ repeated 
four times in two pages ;* and the Insinuation connected with-it, 
that they sold their consciences to their prince, and served their 
king with twice the zeal tfiey served their Gop. Fortunately, 
howeter, an argument so fraught with satisfaction to the Papist 
is triumphantly refuted by the impartial voice of history. Most 
of the leading reformers, it is well known, Calvin, Luther, Knox, 
and others, never objected to lean upon the civil arm, where it 

' was disposed to favour them. It was the general sentiment of 
the age, that religion not only might, but should, be supported 
by the state ; and because in their holy stru&|^s for reform, 
good men found protection in the civil arm, isHI enemy to be 
abetted by our allovi^ing that they unworthily sacrificed a sense 
of right and duty to. a desire to please and keep in favour with 
the ruling powers ? No unbiassed and impartial examiner of 
the subject will come to that conclusion. It may be an adroit 
method of creatingr I^ejudice, but can^hardly comport with the 
dictates of truth and fioberneBOb The godly puritans, so lauded 

. by Dr. Miller, showed their sense of the propriety of having a 
court-church, when, for a time, they triumphed over that church 
which these " court reformers" had established. 

Nor is any thing like a fair view of the subject given by Or. 
Milkr' in his efforts tfi impress his Christian brethren with th^ 
idea that while these time-serving " court reformers" were model- 
ling theft* choceh rather according to man's deviee than the pre- 
cepts and authority of the word of Gon, the puritans (godly 
jnea) w^Te for meekly following^ the Scriptures. Tlie truth \s^ 
the Church of England reformers, partaking in the jj[eneral sen- 
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tinuent of the age in favour of an union of Church and dtate^-^a 
BentiiDent held by Presbyterian as well as Episcopal reformers, 
and to this day acted upon by the Presbyterian Church of Scot- 
land — and aware, as every one acquainted with the subject must 
be, that besides the great essentials of the Christian Church,* 
which are laid do\vn in Scripture, there must be, in every organ- 
ized ecclesiastical body, a variety of minor provisions, to be deter- 
mined by the duly constituted officers of that body, maintained 
that tJiese things might be regulated by the laws of the land ; 
and provided the above-mentioned essentials were maintained? 
^and communion with that branch of the Church thus involve na 
sacrifice of conscience, all good citizens should hold themselves 
bound by the laws in those minor matters. But the puritans, 
seeing that the then existing laws did not exactly meet their views, 
manifested, as many a restless subject of law has Mnce done, a 
marvellous great reverence for Scripture, maintaining that 
without the express warrant of a text from the Bible, no act, 
even in common life, should be performed; much less in any 
matters relatiiig to the Church. Any degree of elegance in a 
place pf public worship, any solemn setting of it .^part, any 
peculiar dress in the clergy, and any matters in the order of 
divine service^r in the conducting of ecclesiastical ai&irs, not 
required in 4Kipture, they ranked among those things with 
which, for conscience sake, they could not comply. An^ this 
circumstance, in connexion with the belief of the friends of the 
established Church, that the public authority Height act in such 
cases, Is worked up into the devout attachment of tiiese piiritans 
tp the Scriptures, and the ungodly pre/erenee for man's autho- . 
rity on the part of the " court reformers.'? 

It may be some, consolation to the ^ very small «^" whoai 
Dr. Miller brands with presumption for thinking that the truth 
is not always with the many, and that numbers are not always . 
evidence of right, to recollect that there was a time when the 
state of Christianity led to the proverb that the tvorld ^as on 
one side, and Athanasius on the other* This potent asgument^ 
however, of the Doctor's, is gradually growing weaker. The 
small sect is increasing in size, and Is not a little indebted for 
this blessing, under the great Head of the Church, to theiBqiuiy 
which the good Doctor himself, and its oUier opponents faaire^ 
from time to time^ excited and kept alivQ. Instead of the pigmy 
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being crushed by its gigantic adversaries, their opposition has ' 
&llen out rather unto the furtherance of its cause. It has ever 
derived, and ever will derive, benefit from the discussion which 
the mighty ones around it may condescend to bestow upon its 
pretensions. For the love they bear to the Gospel— and though 
Dr. M. may not believe it, it is to be hoped that all his Christian 
brethren will not deem it impossible that even high-churchmen 
have some remaining affection for the Gospel — the members of that 
little sect always regret to see any unchristian arts or tempers 
brought into controversy ; but they never can object to a full and 
free discussion of its claims, from any apprehended injury to their 
Cause. 

It is far from the writer's wish or design to sayany thing that 
would wear the appeiairance of unkindness or discourtesy^ but 
, really it seems difficult to find a term that might not be miscon- 
strued into such a design, to apply to the strange i^anner in 
which Dr. Miller has allowed himself to write in ihp sixth and 
three following general divisions of his Preliminary Letter. 
The time has gone by when the mass of readers are to be taken 
by the artifice of representing the Episcopal Church as savour- 
ing of popery, and as unfriendly to the free institutions of our 
country. Every man acquainted with the subject knows that 
this is not so ; that maify of the ablest and best Attihpions of the 
Protestant cause have belonged to the ranks of the highest 
churchmen ; and that in the same ranks are to be found many 
of the most enlightened and devoted friends of our republic. 

Whatever there is of reason, rather than rant, in what Dr. M. 
-says of " some wonderful influence flowing from the htods of a 
diocesan Bishop,"* is another instance in which he strengthens 
the cause of those who would separate religion from all require- 
ment of ordinaiices, and of a ministry. For if ordinances are^a 
part of Christian obligation, and if the separation of a distinct 
order of men to the work of the ministry is of God, the Doctor^ 
remarks apply to every definite practical shape in which these 
principles can be put. If men ^e to partake of ordinances, and 
every man is not authorised to administer them to his fellow, 
all this fine flourishitig about " some wonderful Influence fli^wing 
from the hands of' an ordainer, is out of place ; and ^e wild 
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enthusiast, who would discard both ordinances and ministry^ 
may make his best bow to the Doctor for helping on his cause. 

The rhapsody into which Dr. M. has run out in imputing to 
bigh-chuichmen a totally unjust view of their doctrine of bap- 
tismal regeneration, and in the equally unjust attributing lo them 
of the popish error of the opus operatum, will probably.have its 
effect upon the men of law and little minds, who think they 
can never do a better service than by traducing the Episcopal 
Church ; and any credit which may be gained by offering them 
an eneouragement which has no foundation in truth, is certainly 
w^come where it is due. The better sense of the community, 
however, and its more Christian feelings, are aware of the injus- 
tice of the procedure, and are daily giving the most substantial 
proofs of x^onfidence in the communion whose principles are thiis 
assailed and distorted. 

Tq all that the Doctor says, under the head of the uncharita- 
i>hm99 oi high-churchmen, about their denying salvation to all 
wil^hout the pale of their own communion, and seeing up an 
indissoluble coniiexion between that glorious gift of God, and 
th^ ordinances and naiaistr}'' of the Church, there is a short and 
leasy imswer — It is not true. In his partial knowledge of the 
subject, or in the strength of that prejudice which may warp even 
honest minds^-lKe may not, and doubtless does not, Qee its con- 
trariety to truth. . The weU-informed and unbiassed portion of 
4he community, however, of all denominations, t:now ths^t it i^ 
not true ;. and that any comparison of relative uncharitahleness 
l^etween churchmen~ay, high-churchmen too-r-^nd others, will 
<certaiiily not be unfavourable to the former. It is too late in tt^e. 
day for such representations, to have their fully, intendsd effect. 
Whether in the exercise of the kindest and best of the Christian 
livaces, or in the jealous and faithful exposition of evangelical 
^octnne, or in the uncompromising requirement,: and most lovely 
'exhibition, of vital personal piety, the brii^iaitt careers of two 
recently departed, warm, d^idi&d, and learlesis advocates and 
defenders of high-K^hureh piiiieiples,haTe left splendid evid«nce» 
af the groundlessness of the common place traduction of it^oe^ 
principles to which Dr. Millcar has not been unwjllini; to len4 
his sanjction. In the Uves, the deaths, thelabours, and th^ works^ 
of HoBART and of RAVENscnorr, the truth on this subject has a 
practical and conclusive illustration, to which HlQ fiomwunity ia 
not, and will not be, insensible, 
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Dr. Miller, under his tenth general head, professes to find it 
very 'painful to enter on the ungradous task of trying to make 
it appear that Presbyterians are rabre godly than their Episcopal 
neighbours. It can be no mitigation of the pain, that it is in- 
curred in a wori^ little creiditable to the Christian character, 
hardljr accordant with the precepts of the Gospel, and not even 
promotive, in judicious minds, of the argument in whose behalf 
he has stooped to its executioti. It is of little consequence to the 
churchman to be judged by man's judgment. There is one that 
knoweth him, even God. Let him leave to those who can enjoy 
it, the satisfaction of saying, God, / thank thee that 1 ant not 
as other men. Be he satisfied if he can find a gracious ear 
opened to (hat petition of every one who would judge himself 
rather than his neighbour, God he merciful to me a sinner. 

Not that he need shrink from standing the comparison, if 
others choose to institute it. He knows that a disfigured face is 
not always the index of a right heart; nor long prayers a 
proof of a devout spirit. His Saviour has told him that Lord^ 
Lord^ may be the importunate cry of many a one who falls far 
short of the faithful doing of the will of God ; and that many 
Wonderful things may be done in the name of -Ghrist, where there 
is no Gospel ground of hope of acceptance with Him. He knows, 
for he sees, that much of the moral defection of jesuitfy may be 
transferred to Protestant ranks; and the sorest injury done to 
the cause of true piety, and of social* and domestic duty, by 
means, having for their professed end the glory of God, and the 
good of souls. The principle of compounding for favourite 
sins, by great zeal against others, has a much more' substan- 
tial existence than merely in the fancy of the shrewd and witty 
poet. The churcliman, therefore, leaves all judgment with 
his Maker; and instead of asking whether there be few that 
be, saved, and who they are^ is mainly anxious that himself may 
be found humbly striving to enter in at the straight gate. 

In conclusion, the writer would bespeak for these volumes the 
reader's candid perusal. The works which they contain have 
already done much good. The first two of them, especially, 
have removed the prejudices, enlightened the minds, and changed 
the views, of many honest inquirers for the truth, and brought 
many valuable acquisitions to the Church in whose behalf they 
plead ; and the last, in its yet brief existence and limited circu- 
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lation, has elicited an attention and an approbation rarely equalled 
in 80 short a time. It is thus- characterized in a letter from a 
pious and venerable clergynian : " I have lately received a 
pamphlet, ^ Episcopacy Tested by Scripture,^ with which I am 
much pleased, for I have read it with' attention. The calm and 
placid manner of the writer reminds me of Bishop Hid^ and 
others, who, I always thought, wrote, not to overcome, but to 
inform ; not to repel, but to conciliate. He appears to possess a 
clear head, and a full acquaintance with his subject. God grant 
that his pen may be left for further use. I know not the writer."* 
The reader will find these encomiums perfectly just 

Let none give way to the erroneous view of the subject of 
these volumes, that it is of little importance, and hardly worth 
the trouble of investigation. This view of it is one of the means 
adopted to check that inquiry from which the episcopal cause 
has never failed to gain advantage. The subject is, in fact, 
of vast importance, connected with the whole scheme of sialva- 
tion revealed in the Gospel. For if God has appointed sa^cra- 
ments and ordinances as means of grace and salvation, and com- 
mitted their administration, not to every man, but to a ministry 
of his own appointment ; it follows that, as his constituted 
means, they must be had at the hands of His constituted 
ministry,' The question discussed in these volumes is, Where is 
this ministry to be found 7 Every man is not a minister. YHio 
is ? A B receives the sacrament of the Lord's Supper at his 
pastor's hands. Why may not the favour be reciprocated, and 
A B become the administrator to the pastor 1 He brings his child 
to \ii8 pastor for baptism. Why not carry it to any other neigh- 
bour, or baptize it himself? The answer is given Jn these volumes, 
from a full and clear view of the bearing upqp the subject of all 
the means of correct information which may lead to a right 
understanding of religious truth. 



* The tract vna first published anonymously. 
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APOSTOLIC ORIGIN OF EPISCOPACY ASSERTED. 



LETTER I. 



Rev. Sir : 

The Letters addressed by you to the Members of the United 
Presbyterian Churches in this city, have, for some time, engaged 
my most serious attention. Whatever in the judgment of your 
friends may be their merit, in my humble opinion they are liable 
to the charge of great want of fairness in the management of the 
controversy. You have withholden from your readers nume- 
rous testimonies, very pointed and decisive, in favour of Episco- 
pacy ; and you have, in a most striking manner, misrepresented 
(undesignedly I believe) what yqu are pleased to call matters of 
fact Still the whole performance, notwithstanding its defects, 
is admirably calculated to satisfy those who had rather trust to 
another, than think and examine for themselves. 

In the prosecution of this important controversy, I shall not 
observe the course which you have taken, but shall nearly re- 
verse it ; beginning with the testimonies usually adduced from 
the writings of St. Jerome. 

In order to come at his sentiments, let us see, first, what he 
has said in favour of the Apostolic institution of Episcopacy. 

The first passage that I shall adduce, is the following : " That 
we may know that the apostolic traditions were taken from the 
Old Testament, that which Aaron and his sons, and the Levites 
were in the temple, let the Bishops, Presbyters and Deacons 
claim to themselves in the Church."* This appears to me to be 
a very pointed and unequivocal testiinony. For what does Je- 
rome say? Does he not say that the Bishops, Presbyters, and 
Deacons in the Christian Church, have a right to claim graces 
similar to those which Aaron, his sons, and the Levites held va 
the Jewish Church ? Had not these ofiicers in the temple ser- 
vice a divine appointment ; and does hot Jerome say, that what 
they had, the Christian officers had a right to claim ? Does not 
Jerome g^ve it as his opinion, in language that cannot easily be 
mistaken, that the Apostles made the Old Testaoient their exem- 



a Et ut ■eiamofl traditionM Apoetolicafl, Ac. Ep. ad Evag. 
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plar, and not the Jewish S3magogue 1 Does he not assert, by 
necessary implication at least, that as there were three orders or 
grades under the Mosaic economy, so there are three orders or 
grades under the Christian economy ? And does he not affirm, 
that this was by apostolical tradition or appointment ? Sir, if 
this be not the meaning of Jerome's "words, I know not what the 
meaning of obvious language is. Let us interpf e^him according 
to your hypothesis. To the plainest understanding it would ap- 
pear, that Jerome was running a parallel between the officers of 
the Christian and the Jewish Church. To the plainest under- 
standing it would appear, that Jerome places the claims of the 
former as high as those of the latter — vyhat tJve former were, let 
the latter claim. But, upon your hypothesis, the father speaks 
inconsistently. Aaron was, by divine appointment, superior to 
his sons, the priests ; but the Bishop, according to your interpre- 
tation, is not superior to the Presbyter. Aaron is officially dis- 
tinguished by Jerome from his sons, the priests ; but, if yon 
speak the truth, there is no official distinction between the Bishop 
and the Presbyter ; they are precisely the same officer. Is there 
any parallel here ? Let common sense speak. 

2. That Jerome meant to make Bishops superior to Presbyters 
by apostolic appointment, is evident from several other clear 
and unequivocal passages. He repeats the passage adduced, 
only leaving out the Levites and the Deacons. " We know that 
what Aaron and his sons were, that the Bishop and Presbyters 
are."* 

3. Jerome, addressing the Church, says, " The Apostles were 
thy fathers, because that they begat thee. But now that they 
have left the world, thou hast in their stead their sons, the 
Bishops."*' Here he asserts, that the Bishops succeeded to the 
station of the Apostles, which could not be true, if the Apostles 
had not devolved their office upon the Bishops. He repeatedly 
declares, that the Bishops succeeded to the apostolic pre-eminence, 
and that Bishops (Bishops in the ecclesiastical sense of the word, 
such as were in his day, superior to Presbyters) were set over 
certain Churches by apostolic authority ; as James over the 
Church of Jerusalem, Timothy over the Church of Ephesus, Ti- 
tus over the Church of Crete, Epaphroditus over the Church of 
Philippi, and Polycarp ovir the Church of Smyrna.*^ Is it pos- 
sible, without doing violence to language, to interpret these pas- 
sages in favour of ministerial parity ? No Sirj^ it is not possible. 
The ineaning of words, the propriety of language, the drift and 
design of the writer — all proclaim, with a voice that cannot be 
silenced, that Episcopacy; in Jerome's opinion, was of apostoli- 
cal origin. 

4. Jerome asserts, that "without the Bishop's license, neither 

a Quod Aaron et filios ejus, hoc Episcopum et Presbjrteros esse noverimus. Ep. 
ad Nepot. ' 
bPuerunt O Elcclesial, &c. in JPaal. xHt. 
c De Script. Eccles. 
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Presbyter nor Deacoii has a right to baptize."* Perhaps you will 
say, this was undoubtedly the case in his time ; but it was en- 
tirely owing to ecclesiastical restriction. This is for ever the sub- 
terfuge of our oppojients, and never was there a more unworthy 
subterfuge. No, Sir, if Jerdme meant so, he spoke very impro- 
perly. He should have saia, " Without leave from the Bishop, 
neither Presbyter nor Deacon has the power of baptizing, being 
restrained by the canons of the Church ; but, from apostolicd 
authority, they have a right to baptize without any dependance 
upon the Bishop ; his supremacy being of mere human institu- 
tion," If this was Jerome's opinion, as you say it was, it is very 
strange that he has never once explicitly said » so ; and still 
stranger that he should contradict his own repeated assertions. 

5. Jerome on Esai, observes, that " the Scriptures give the ^ 
name of princes to those who should be Bishops of the Church." ' 
And, in his Catalogue of Christian writers, he styles Polycarp 
Prince of all Asia ; and he asserts, that he was made Bishop of 
Smyrna by St. John himself. 

6. In his fifty-fourth epistle, he mentions this difference amongst 
others, between the Catholics and the Montanist Heretics : " "With 
us, the Bishops hold the place of the Apostles, (that is, the first 
rank ;) with them, the Bishop holds the third place." They 
placed him below a Deacon, and this was one mark of their being 
heretics ; for it was contrary to apostolic truth and institution. 
Nothing can be more to the point than this. 

7. Jerome says, " It is the custom of the Church for Bishops 
to go and invoke the Holy Spirit, by imposition of hands, on 
such as were baptized by Presbyters and Deacons, in villages and 

g laces remote from the mother Church."** " Do you ask," says 
e, "where this is written? In the Acts of the Apostles;" 
referring to Acts. viii. and xix. Here Jerome gives it as his opin- 
ion, that the authority of the Bishops to administer the right of 
confirmation, is founded on (he word of God ; consequently, the 
Episcopal office has a divine warrant. But, upon your hypothe- 
sis, the word of God gave authority to an order of ecclesiastics 
to impose hands in confirmation, which neither existed at the 
time, nor was to exist till three hundred years afterwards, and 
that by ^usurpation. Is not this t)reposterous ? It is to no pur- 
pose to" say, that Jerome was mistaken. This would not be 
disputing like a scholar. We are not trying the propriety of 
Jerome's opinion, but proving what jhis opinion was ; and the 
argument I have proposed, in my judgment, sets the matter 
in the clearest light. 

If I do not deceive myself, it is now fully proved, that Jerome 
believed the Episcopal superiority, as it existed in his day, to be 
of apostolic institution. Of what consequence, then, is it to ad- 
duce three or four passages, in wh^ch there is some ambiguity, 

a Sine Episcopi jussione, neque Presbyter, neque Diaconns jus habeat baptizandi. 
Vial. adt. Ztucifer, c. 4. 
b Non Qbnao hanc esse Ecclesianun ponsuetadinem, &o. Contra iMX^tr^ c. 4.. 
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and consequently, some obscurity ? You very well know, Sir, 
that it is an established canon of criticism, to explain what is ob- 
scure in an author, by what is clear. This is the yvay you satisfy 
your own mind and the minds of your people, when you and 
they meet, with obscure passages in the Holy Scriptures. And 
if we do not observe this rule, we shall seldom be free from per- 
plexity in reading any author, either sacred or profane; for what 
author is always perspicuous ? When an opinion or hypothesis 
is to be maintained, its advocate, I know, will be very apt, without 
an intention of acting unfairly, to lay hold of ambiguous expres- 
sions, as they* are more flexible to the object he has in view, than 
those the sense of which cannot be controverted without doing 
violence to language and reason. This is a propensity, against 
which a man of integrity should most resolutely struggle, and in 
which a logical reasoner should never indulge himself. Of your 
integrity I have no doubt > but you must permit me sometimes 
to question and to controvert your logic. 

We are now prepared to notice those passages, which you have 
quoted from Jerome, in favour of ministerial parity. I cannot 
but think that it would be quite sufficient to refer you to Dr. Ho- 
bart's Apology, which does, in my opinion, fairly and trium- 
phantly demolish what you are pleased to call Jerome's " explicit 
and decisive testimony." But, as it is probable that these Letters 
will be read by some who have not read the Doctor's very hand- 
some, spirited, and able performance, I think it will be better 
upon the whole, to take some notice of your quotations, and at 
least to make an attempt to set them in a true point of light. 

1. Let it be remembered, that several pointed, express, and 
unequivocal passages have been adduced to prove, that Jerome 
believed Episcopacy to be an apostolical institution. If, then, 
your quotations fairly imply the contrary, it follows unavoidably, 
that he has contradicted himself; and if so, he deserves no credit 
from either party. 

2. The first passage which I shall notice, is the following : — 
" Before there were, by the instigation of the devil, parties in re- 
ligion, and it was said among the people, I am of Paul, I Tof 
ApoUos, an^ I of Cephas, the Churches were governed by the 
common councils of Presbyters." Now, ^ir, when was this lan- 
guage held 1 Was it not while St. Paul was living ? Most un- 
doubtedly it was ; for we find it in the first Epistle to the Corin- 
thians. Then it follows, till that period, in Jerome's opinion, 
(for it is no more th^n opinion,) " the Churches were governed 
by the common councils of Presbyters." But " afterwards," [after 
the schism at Corinth took place,] " when every one thought 
that those whom he baptized were rather his than Christ's, it 
was determined throughout the world, that one of the Presbyters 
should be set above the rest, that seeds of schism might be 
taken away." The question here is, what does Jerome mean by the 
word afterwards 7 Does he mean to date the rise of Episcopacy 
immediately, or soon after the schism broke out at Corinth, whilQ 
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the Apostles were living ; or does he mean to defer it for three 
hundred years, or nearly to that period, as you intimate, tiU the 
seeds sown at Corinth had produced a plentiful crop in every ^ 
part of the Christian world ? In the opinion of Jerome, Episco- 
pacy was established for the important purpose of checking 
schism ; yet, when a schism was formed under the very eyes of 
the Apostles, the best remedy which they could apply to that evil 
was not applied. If the absurdity of this does not flash convic- 
tion into your mind, that you have totally misconceived and mis- 
represented Jerome, all I have to say is, that your mind and mine 
view the matter in a very dilFerent point of light. Blondel per- 
ceived this absurdity, and, to get rid of it, says, Jerome speaks 
allusively, and that his words are not to be taken in a strict and 
proper sense j and this is your opinion also. But your opinion 
IS much less defensible than his ; for he defers the application of 
the remedy only for the moderate length of a hundred years 
after the disease began ; but you defer it for near three hundred. 
He says Episcopacy took its rise about the year 140 ; but you are 
better acquainted with the secret of its origin, and do not give it 
a higher date than the fourth century. " \^en once, unhappily," 
says Dr. Campbell, " the controversial spirit has gotten posses- 
sion of a man, his object is no longer truth, but victory." Of 
this, the man himself may not be conscious, but be perfectly con- 
vinced that he is acting all the while a fair and candid part. His 
integrity, therefore, should not be called in question. 

To avoid the absurdity involved in the supposition, that the 
remedy was not applied till near three hundred years after the 
disease made its appearance, although Jerome says, that imparity 
was introduced for the express purpose of checking schism, you 
say, " that language of the Apostle, one saith I am of Paul, and 
another f lam of Apollos^ &c., has been familiarly applied in 
every age, by way of allusion to actual divisions in the Church." 
Well, Sir, what then ? Is it your inference, that therefore Je- 
rome did not date Episcopacy from the time of that schism ? 
That would be a strange inference for a scholar. Nor does Je- 
rome speak by way of allusion. Allusion, if I understand the 
meaning of the word, is a reference without a direct mention — '. 
a hint, ah implication. Jerome, then, does not speak allusively ; 
for he asserts in the most express and indicative manner: — Before 
the schism at Corinth, there was no difference between Bishop 
and Presbyter ; but after that event took place, it was decreea 
that one of the Presbyters should be set over the rest, that schism 
might be checked. This is the amount of what he says. Is this 
speaking allusively ? Does he not assign that event as the cause 
w^ch induced the Apostles to alter the original constitution ? 
Wno, then, that had no hypotliesis to serve, would say, that Je- 
rome d^d not mean to date imparity from the schism at Corinth^ 
when schism, according to him, was the very cause of that im- f 

parity ? Surely such an interpretation would be forced and unna^ 
furaL JeromQ does Qot spec^ of schism subsequeat |q ibe upo^s 
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tolic age, in language used by St. Paul with respect to the schism 
at Corinth. He gives no hint of any such schisms, but directly 
adduces that event to prove the expediency of Episcopacy to 
check schism ; for that was his avowed sentiment. But to say 
as you do, that Episcopacy was not established till the fourth 
century, and to quote this passage from Jerome as one of your 
proofs, when he does not give us the slightest hint to that pur- 
pose ; or, that Episcopacy took its rise in any period after the 
apostolic age, is really such a monstrous assumption, as I should 
not have expected from a person of your good sense and learning. 
Zeal is an excellent quality ; *ut then it should always be regu- 
lated by candour ajid knowledge. 

Further: You endeavour to establish your point, that Jerome 
did not mean to date Episcopacy from the schism at Corinth, 
from this circumstance, viz. : " Jerome adduces proof that Bishop 
and Presbyter were originally the same, from portions of the 
New TiBstament, which were certainly written after the first 
Epistle to the Corinthians." This is your strong hold ; and, in 
truth, it is the only objection that has any appearance of strength. 
But, Sir, from the very dates of the Epistles in which these por- 
tions of Scripture are found, I can prove, if I do not deceive 
myself, that Jerome meant to date Episcopacy from the time of 
the Corinthian schism, or shortly after that event. The Epistles 
in which the words Bishop and Presbyter are promiscuously used, 
are those to Titus, to Timothy, and to the Philippians. As to 
their dates, Lightfoot says,* that they were written in the 55th 
year of Christ — the very same year in which he says the 
first Epistle to the Corinthians was written. If this be correct, 
your argument is good for nothing. But I acknowledge that 
there is a difference of opinion among commentators, with respect 
to the date^ of these epistles. Hammond supposes that the first 
to the Corinthians was written in the year 64 ; to the Philippians 
in 59 ; to Timothy in the same year, and to Titus in 66. Guise 
says, that in the opinion of the generality of commentators, the 
Bpistle to Timothy was written between 56 and 58. Pearson 
says, that the first to the Corinthians was written in the year 57 
— to the Philippians in 62— to Timothy in 65, and to Titus in 64. * 
So that the latest of these Epistles, if you take the dates of Pear- 
son, (and you may if you please,) was written but eight years 
after the schism broke out at Corinth. PerCj then, it' is evident, 
that Bishops were placed in these Churches soon after the schism 
at Corinth ; for Jerome expressly declares, that Timothy was 
made Bishop of Ephesus, Titus of Crete, and Epaphroditus of 
Philippi, by St. Paul. The very dates, then, upon which you 
place your reliance, turn out to be a proof on our side of the 
question. But, you will say, that Jeronxe reasons from the pro- 
miscuous use of Bishop and Presbyter in these Epistles, to prove 
that there was no officer superior to that order \ and that, conse* 

<i See Whitby's Pre&ce to Uie abore Epistles. 
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quently, he could not mean to place the rise of Episcopacy at or 
hear the time of the schism at Corinth ; for, in that case, he would 
defeat his own view. I answer, that would certainly be the con- 
sequence, if his intention was as you say ; but I conceive that 
Jerome does not mean to argue from the promiscuous use of 
Bishop and Presbyter in those Epistles, that there was no officer 
superior to those Presbyters at the time they were written ; for 
he himself had declared that there was 5 and, consequently, the 
argument you ascribe to him, would make him flatly contradict 
himself. But if Jerome only meant to prove, as we suppose, that 
no argument can be founded upon the use of the word Bishop, in 
favour of Episcopal superiority in the original constitution of the 
Church, (for of that only he was speaking,) that title being ap- 
plied to Presbyters even after the government was Episcopal, 
then he will stand clear of contradiction ; and in no other way 
that I can see, can he be made consistent. It certainly is but fair 
and candid, after a man has explicitly declared his sentiments, 
not to lay hold of any loose, ambiguous expressions, and inter- 
pret them contrary to his avowed sentiments. It would be an 
easy matter, in this way, to make almost any writer contradict 
himself; for there are few who write much, as Jerome did, who 
are always precise and definite. 

Upoh the whole matter, then, here lies your mistake, as I con- 
ceive, with respect to the object Jerome had in view. You sup- 
pose that he meant, from the promiscuous use of the words Bishop 
and Presbyter, to prove that Episcopacy was not introduced into 
the Church till after the apostolic age. Had that been his view, 
we might reasonably expect that he would have said so; 'but then 
he would have been one of the most inconsistent of writers. No, 
Sir ; his object was to show that, at first. Episcopacy was not 
universally nor even generally established in the Church ; but 
that, for the most part, the Apostles left the Churches to be go- 
verned by a common council of Presbyters. I soy for the most 
part, or generally, but not universally; for he himself had nam^ 
an instance as an exception — the Church of Jerusalem. And by 
thus interpreting him, that the Church was generally, but not uni- 
versally, governed by a common council of Presbyters, till schism 
made its appearance at Corinth ; and that Episcopacy was intro- 
duced gradually, by little and little, and, by an apostolic decree, 
throughout the world, by which it became the custom of the 
Church, we make Jerome consistent with himself. It is true, 
that this will not clear him from arming inconclusively against 
the Deacons, who claimed an equality with the Presbyters ; ter 
whenever and for whatsoever purpose Episcopacy was introduced 
by the Apostles, it was an apostolic institution ; and, therefore, 
the Bishop suffered no deme of depression, (which Jerome in- 
tended he should,) nor didthe Presbyter receive the least degiee 
of elevation, (which he wished to give him,) from such a mode (Mf 
reasoning. Jerome, then, must stand convicted of inccmeluMTe 
reasoning ; or, if you insist upon your Interpretation of his am- 
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biguities, he must stand convicted of inconsistency ; and then hi& 
testimony to either party is good for nothing. 

By interpreting Jerome in the obscure passages as we do, he 
is made consistent with himself and with the other fathers ; and 
we keep entirely clear of doing violence to language. This is 
the way. in which Stillingileet, in his riper years and more ma- 
ture judgment, understood him. " As the Apostles," says, he, 
" withdrew, Uiey did in some Churches sooner, and in some later," 
[the true meaning of Jerome's little and little, and gradually,'] 
" as their own continuance, the condition of me Churches, and 
the qualification of persons were, commit the care and govern- 
ment of Churches to such {Tersons whom they appointed thereto. 
Of which we have an uncontrolable evidence in the instances 
of Timothy and Titus." He then observes, " this is the fairest 
hypothesis for reconciling the different testimonies of antiquity. 
For hereby the succession of Bishops is secured from the Apostles' 
times, for which the testimonies of Irenaeus, TertuUian, St. Cy- 
prian, and others, are so plain. Hereby room is left to make 
good all that St. Jerome hath said. So that we may allow for 
the community of names between Bishop and Presbyter, for a 
while in the Church, that is, while the Apostles governed the 
Churches themselves ; but afterwards, that which was then part 
of the apostolical office, became the episcopal, which hath con- 
tinued from that time to this, by a constant succession in the 
Church."* He then quotes Archbishop Whitgifl, Bishop Bilson, 
and Charles I. Of the last, he justly observes, that " he under- 
stood the government of the Church as well as any Bishop in 
England." This, I believe, is a correct view of Jerome's opinion. 

But, Sir, were Jerome's opinion really adverse to ours, it should 
be remembered, that it is no more than opinion : but when 
he asserts that St. James was appointed Bishop of Jerusalem by 
the Apostles; Timothy and Titus Bishops of Ephesus and Crete, 
by St. Paul ; and Poly carp Bishop of Smyrna, by St. John ; and 
that the apostolical succession was brought down uninterrupted 
to his time, he asserts a fact, supported by the constant tradition 
of the Church, and in particular, by the history of Eusebius and 
Hegesippus ; so that we may reject or receive the former, accord- 
ing as his reasoning is strong or weak ; but we are not at liberty 
to reject the latter, unless we can produce much better historical 
evidence against the fact, than Jerome has produced for it. This 
is a consideration of great weight, and which ought to be duly 
i^preciated. 

The next proof which you adduce from Jerome in favour of 
your hypothesis, will, I apprehend, afford you no support what* 
ever. You say, " Jerome further informs us that the first pre- 
eminence of Bishops at Alexandria was only such as the body of 
the Presbyters were able to confer. They were only standSng 
Presidents, or Moderators; and all the ordination they receiyed, 
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on being thus chosen, was performed by the Presbyters them- 
selves. This, he tells us, was the only Episcopacy that existed 
in the Church of Alexandria, one of the most conspicuous then 
in the world, until after the middle of the third century." Now, 
Sir, this is rather your own fancy, than Jerome's testimony. For, 

1. Jerome does not say that the Bishop of Alexandria was 
ordained by the Presbyters. He only says, that" he was chosen 
by them out of their own body." Could Jerome have asserted 
the former consistently with truth, no doubt he would have done 
it ; for iha^ would have been expressly to his purpose, which was, 
to raise the Presbyter and lower the Bishop. 

2. Jerome was so far from excluding ordination on that occa- 
sion, that, one would suppose from his mentioning it in the next 
sentence, he meant to include it. " For," even at Alexandria, 
" what does a Bishop, which a Presbyter may not do, excepting 
ordination ?" [By the way, you have left out this sentence in your 
quotation.] This, you say, was spoken of Jerome's ovm time. 
But if he had so meant, one would suppose, that he would have 
expressed himself in such a manner that he could not have been 
easily mistaken. And further : that could not have been his mean- 
ing, for then he would not have spoken the truth. A Bishop in 
his day, besides the prerogative of ordaining ^ had that of con- 
firming^ oi jurisdiction over both clergy and laity ^ oi sitting in 
general oxA provincial councils^ oi consecrating churches, and 
several other particulars. Still farther : Jerome could not have 
spoken of his own time, because there would be no proper con- 
nexion between the passage in dispute and what goes before. 
Upon our supposition, the sense is as follows : — In the early per 
Mod of the Church of Alexandria, the Presb3rters chose their 
Bishop out of their own body. For then and there, so important 
were the Presbyters, that they did every thing which a Bishop 
did, ordination excepted. This preserves propriety, both in the 
sense, and in the construction. But upon your supposition, there 
will be neither the one nor the other. The sense and the con- 
struction will be thus : In the early period of the Church of Alex- 
andria, the Presbyters chose their Bishop out of their own body. 
" For," in our time, " Presbyters can do everything that a Bishop 
does, except ordination." In the name of grammar and good 
sense, where is the propriety of the conjunction /or in the latter 
sentence 1 For, implies a reason to prove what he had in view, 
viz : the superiority of a Presbyter over a Deacon. And what 
was that reason 1 Why, that a Presbyter could do every thing 
that a Bishop could, in the church of Alexandria, except ordina- 
tion. This was one very good reason for asserting that a I*res- 
byter was superior to a Deacon ; for the latter could not "do every 
thing that a Bishop could, except ordination." The other proof 
of the superiority of the Presbyters was, that they elected their 
Bishop, the Deacons having nothing to do in the business. These 
were two irrefragable proofs of the superiority of Presbyters, to 
which the Deacons cpuld make no kind of reply. And thus St 
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Jerome completely gained his point. But, according to your 
interpretation, there is neither sense nor grammar in the whole 
passage. 

There is a circumstance which deserves to be noticed, as it 
affords a strong presumption, that you have entirely mistaken 
Jerome in what he says about the Church of Alexandria. You 
know, Sir, that Origen and Clemens were members of the pres- 
bytery of that Church ; and as they lived almost one hundred 
and fifty years before Jerome, they must have been much better 
acquainted with its history than he was. Yet, in all that they 
have said about it, they do not give us the least hint of what you 
would attach to Jerome. This is particularly striking in the case 
of Origen, who bitterly complained of ill treatment from his 
Bishop, Demefrius. Could he have told him, that he was his 
fellow Presbyter, and that he had no more authority than what 
was implied in collecling the votes of the presbytery, and main- 
taining order, it would have been a powerful weapon to wield 
against him. But Origen never intimates any thing of that kind ; 
nor could he with the least consistency ; for he declares repeat- 
edly, that Episcopacy is a divine institution, as I sh^ll show in 
its proper place. 

But this IS not all : I have positive testimony to adduce. Bishop 
Pearson, in his vindication of the epistles of Ignatius^ quotes 
several authors, who particularly mention that the Bishop of 
Alexandria was always ordained, not by Presb3rters, but by a 
Bishop. Simeon Metaphrastes says of St. Mark, that "^he ordained, 
as his successor, Aniahus, Bishop of Alexandria, and gave to 
other Churches, Bishops, Presb3rters, and Deacons." * Nicephorus 
Callistus says,*^ (speaking of St. Mark,) that" he laboured in Cy- 
rene and Pentapolis, and having founded Churches, he gave' them 
clergy and Bishops," &c. The Arabian martjnrology of the Mel- 
chites says, " he adorned the Churches of Christ, constituting 
for them Bishops and inferior Priests.'" Severus, in his life of 
the Alexandrian Patriarchs, records, that " St. Mark proceeded to 
Pentapolis, remaining there two years, preaching, and ordain- 
ing Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons ih all its provinces." Bishop 
Pearson jdso observes, that Rhabanus Maurus, Alfrec, Archbishop 
of Canterbury, Notkerus, and Ordericus Vitalis give the same 
account that Simeon Metaphrastes does. If you should object 
to these authors, that they are too late to be absolutely depended 
upon, I answer, that some of them are not so late as Eutychius, 
upon whose testimony you seem to place great reliance. You 
cannot, therefore, consistently make that objection. If you say, 
these authors produce no authorities, I answer^ neither do Jerome 
and Eutychius. You must, therefore, proceed in some other way, 
to render nugatory these testimonies. Till then, I shall insist 
upon their keeping their place. 

I am not a little surprised to find you quoting Eutychius for 
^^■"— — 
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your purpose. Had you read Pearson, I can hardly think that 
you would have ventured to do it. He proves him to be an 
author upon whom not the least dependance can be placed, when 
the fact did not happen in or near his own time. Of this take 
the following evidence : 

1. Eutychius was Patriarch of Alexandria in the tenth cen- 
tury. I ask, then, from whom did he derive his information? 
From any writers of the first five centuries? Not one of them 
says, that the Presbyters of Alexandria consecrated their Bishop. 
From the records of the Church of Alexandria? Abulpharagius 
relates, that Amrus Ebnol, when he took that city, burnt all the 
books therein. What regard, then, is due to an author who quotes 
no authorities, and lived too late to know any thing of the origin 
of the Church of Alexandria, but what is to be derived from the 
primitive writers ? 

2. Eutychius appears to have been very little conversant with 
the Church of Alexandria, in the early ages. In some well known 
particulars, he contradicts the best writers of antiquity. He says" 
St. Mark came to Alexandria in the ninth year of Claudius, and 
suffered martyrdom in the first year of Nero; and that under the 
government of Nero, St. Peter dictated to St. Mark, in the city of 
Rome, the Gospel which goes under the name of the latter. This 
contradicts Eusebius, who says, « that Mark died in the eighth 
year of Nero. Eutychius, in this particular, contradicts himself 
also ; for he says, that St. Peter was put to death in the twenty- 
second year after our Lord's passion ; that is, before the govern- 
ment of Nero. Nor do any of the ancients say, that St. Mark 
did not write his Gospel till his return from Alexandria to Rome, 
or that he ever did return. On the contrary, it appears from 
Eusebius, p that he wrote his Gospel before he went into Egjrpt. 

3. Eutychius' ignorance of the Church of Alexandria in the 
primitive times, will appear from what he says concerning Ori- 
gen, the most noted man of the age in which he lived. Euty- 
chius says,« " in the time of the Emperor Justinian, there was 
one Origen, Bishop of the Mangabenses, who asserted the doc- 
trine of the transmigration of souls, and denied the resurrection ; 
that Justinian sent for Origen to Constantinople, and that Euty- 
chius, the Bishop of that city, excommunicated him." Almost 
every syllable of this is false. Origen never was a Bishop, and 
he lived in the second and third centuries, but Justinian lived in 
the fifth and sixth. Eutychius also relates, that three Bishops were 
excommunicated at the same time with Origen — Iba, Bishop of 
Roha, Thaddeus, Bishop of Massininsa, and Theodoret, Bi^op 
of Ancyra; but these Bishops were dead before the time of Jus- 
tinian. Once more ; Speaking of Demetrius, Bishop of Alexan- 
dria, (whose Presbyter Origen was, and who was the Bishop that 
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excomunicated him,) Eutychius says, Demetrius, the Alexandrian 
Patriarch,' wrote to Gabius, Bishop of Jerusalem, andMaximus, 
Patriarch of Antioch, concemiqg the reason of the Paschal feast. 
And he says, that Gabius was created Bishop of Jefusalem in the 
seventeentn year of the Emperor Aurelius, and sat. only three 
years. This epistle, then, of which he speaks, must have been 
written, either at the closing period of Aurelius' government, or 
at the beginning of the reign of Commodus. But at these pe- 
riods, Demetrius was not Bishop of Alexandria, but Julian; 
nor Victor Bishop of Rome, but Eleutherus. Further : when 
epistles were sent by the Eastern Church to Victor, Bishop 
of Rome, concerning the Paschal feast. Narcissus, not Gaianus, 
(whom Eutychius miscalls Gabius,) was Bishop of Jerusalem ; 
and between Gaianus and Narcissus there were nine Bishops. 
Neither is there any mention in all antiquity, of Demetrius hav- 
ing written to Victor, concerning the time of keeping Easter. 
The Bishops of Palestine, in their synod ical epistle, only say, 
that the Alexandrians agree with them ; but they make no men- 
tion of Demetrius. 

I think. Sir, that I have now given abundant proof, that Euty- 
chius is not entitled to the least degree of credit, for any thing he 
asserts concerning -the primitive Church. 

Let us now sura up all that has been said upon the subject of 
Jerome's testimonies. 

1. Jerome has given repeated, positive, unequivocal testimonies 
to the apostolic origin of Episcopacy. 

2. It cannot be supposed that he intended to prove that Episco- 
pacy was not of apostolic origin ; for then he would have con-, 
tradicted himself, which should never be set to any man's account, 
unless his words are so clear and decisive, that it is impossible to 
avoid it. But that is not the case with Jerome's little and little^ 
and decreed throughout the worlds and custom of the Churches; 
for it appears from the Holy Scriptures and from the writings of 
antiquity, (as will be fully evinced in the course of this contro- 
versy,) that the Apostles, as the Churches became too numerous 
for their care, placed over them Bishops, in the ecclesiastical 
sense of the word. When, therefore, Jerome says, that the 
Churches were governed at first by a common council of Pres- 
byters, he must be understood to mean generally, but not uni- 
versally ; Otherwise he would have direcfly contradicted himself, 
as he had said, that St. James was constituted Bishop of Jerusa- 
lem by the hands of the Apostles. By this easy, and in no re- 
spect improper interpretation of the above vague expressions, 
Jerome is preserved from palpable contradiction. 

3. It has been proved from the dates of the Epistles to Timo- 
thy, to Titus, and to the Philippians, that Jerome did not intend 
to place the rise of Episcopacy after the apostolic age ; for even 
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from Pearson's dates, which are later than those of other com- 
Hientators, it is evident that several JBishpps, very soon after the- 
schism at Coiinth, were placed at the head of certaiti Churches, 
as St. James had be^n, previously to that event, over th^ Church 
of Jerusalem. ^ To these appointments, Jerome himself bear» 
the most positive testimony, Your.interpretatiiwi^is, therefore, 
contrary tQ matter of fact, and also sets him at variance with 
himself. - . / 

4. When Jerome, in his Cohimentary on the Epistle to Titu% 
and in his Epistle to Evagrius, shows fr6m the Scriptures, that 
the ^ords Bishop amd Presbyter are different titles given to the 
same officer, he cannot mean, that there was no officer superior 
to that order ; for he repeatedly asserts, that the Apostles held 
the first rank in the Church, ^d tha-t St. James was the fixed 
Bishop qfJerusaJein. Jerome, then, could only mean to assert, 
that no argument could be founded upon the use of the^ word 
Bishop, in favour of episcopal pre-eminence^ in the original con- 
stitution of -the Church ; for even after episcopacy was estab- , 
lished, in consequence of the schism at Corinth, the words 
Bishop and Presbyter were indifferently applied to the same or- 
der. Jerome evidently intended to lower the Bishop, and raise 
the Presbyter-; it matters not from what motive. This he en- 
deavours to do by asserting that, at first, the Churches Were not 
generally governed by fixed B,ishops, but by a common council 
of Presbyters, and that the change tool(,plac^ in conseiquence oC 
the schism at Corinth. All this, to be sure, is very inconclusive 
reasoning; nay, very weak, if you please; for whenever, or for 
Whatever purpose, episcopacy was mstituted by the Apostles, it 
was an apostolic institution^ Confine Jerome's meaning to this 
simple assejtion, that the Chufchies were generally, before the 
schism at Corinth, governed by the common council of Pres- 
byters, subject, however, in the last resbrt, to the jurisdiction 
of the Aposties, and you preserve him from inconsistency ; but 
if you extend his meaning beyonid the lives of the Apostles, you 
make him inconsistent] and^ consequently, he is no authority 
on either side of the question. \ . ^ ■. ■ ■ ^ 

5. Jerome does not say, that the Bishop elected by the Pr^- 
by ters at Alexandria was not ordained; or that he was ordained 
by the Presbyters;. and, therefore, no one has a right to assert 
either ibr him. Nay, rt appears from Jerome's' epistle to Eva- 
grius, that hs was, particularly careful to exclude Presbyters from 
ordaining; and it has been shown, Ijiat if you confine his m^au.- 
Ing to his-own time, you make the whole passage inconsistent 
with good sense and good grammar. 

And, lastly, Eutychius, who hved in th6 tenth century, and ^ 

quotes no authorities for his assertion, that the Presbyters ordain- 
ed their Bjshop, is an author entitled to no credit in matters whiok t^ 
happened so long before his time; and he contradicts authors 
as early, and some of them earlier than himself, and who have 
a much better daim to confidence. 

Vol. I.— 2 
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I shall now conclude all I have to say on the sn^ect of Jerome's 
testimonies, in the strong language of Doctor Hohart: — "Had 
the ot^ii^ioii of Jerome be&n direct and positive — ^had he asserted 
in the most explicit terms, that episcopacy was a human inverir- 
tum^ no candid F^id)y terian should u rge his testimony. He lived 
at too distant a period from the apostolic ag^e. He was biassed 
by personal feehngs and prejudices. It is incredible that so im- 
portant and extrawiinary a change, as that from presbytery to 
episcopacy, should have universally taken place in the Church, 
without the most full and positive testimony concerning it. It 
would not have been left to the single testimony of a father, who 
wrote at the close of the fourth century. 

** The opponents of episcopacy gain nothing by relying on 
Jerome. They lose much. They admit the weakness of their 
cause^ by resting on the judgment of a' father who lived so late 
as the fourth century, -and who cannot be considered as a credi- 
ble* witness or an impartial reasoner," even if his judgment 
was, upon a fait and candid investigation, in their favoUr. " They: 
« admit that long before his time, (for he gives not the most dis- 
tant hint of its being a recent event,) the supremacy of Bishops 
was established. They concede to episcopacy the venerable 
sanction of primitive and universal usage. They bring on them- 
selves the burden of proving how episcopacy could have univer- 
sally prevailed within a few years of the apostolic age, if it had 
not been sanctioned by apostolic authority. But, most mortify- 
ing circumstance, they cast a blot as foul as midnight on their 
darling presbytery ; they pass the highest encomium on this ha- 
ted prelacy. In relying on Jerome, they admit that presbytery 
proved incompetent to preserving the unity of the Church j that 
so lamentable were its defects and inconveniences, that the primi- 
tive Christians were obliged to throw it ofR and to seek repose 
for thetr distracted Churcii, so long tossed on the tempestuous 
billows of presbytery, in the peaceful haven of episcopacy. Yes, 
as Dr. Maurice shrewdly and keenly remarks,* if .the presbyte- 
rian parity had any place in. the primitive times, as some do ima- 
gine, it must jieeds have been an intolerable kind of government, 
since all on a sudden it was universally abolished. It must havte 
given strange occasion of offence, when all the Christian Churches 
m the world should conspire to abrogate this policy, and to de- 
stroy all the memory and footsteps of it." 

- z Vxndicaiion of the^ Government of (He primitive Church, in answer to Batter, 
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Rev. Sir : • 

Thk next author whom you briDgto your aid is Hilary, the 
Roman Deacon, w1k> is generally supposed to be the commenta-' 
tor under the name of Ambrose. You quote his Commentary on 
Bphes. iv. 2. ." After that churches were planted in all places, 
and officers ordained, matters were settled othsrwise than they 
were in the he^inning.^'^ That might veiy well be, and yet no^ 
thing essential m the Chuix;h have been altered. Points of expe- 
diency must necessarily be regulated by circumstances, and it is 
a puritanical notion to maintain the contrary. But Hilary doeej 
not :say that there was any difiference made in the ecclesiastical 
orders ; that is, that out of two, three were made. He gives no 
hint of that flort. You go on : " Hence it is, that the Apostles' 
writings do not in all things agree to the present constitution of 
the Church ; because they were written under the first rise of 
the Church." As for instance, he might have said. We have now 
no Deaconesses, no love feasts, no i&i&» of charity, no community 
of goods. ' And y^€ have -some customs which did not exist at 
first Our bsq)ti2ed appear in white garments, which are em- 
blematical of innocence ; our clergy wear robes of distmction ; 
our churches are grand and highly ornamented ; and several 
other things which might be mentioned. Rut, Sir, what has all 
this to do with th^ essential orders of the -ministry ? Nothing at 
all. Hilary proceeds : " For he [the Apostle] calte Timothy, who 
was created a Presbyter by him, ti Bishop, foz so at first the 
Prfisbyters were called^ among whom this was the course of 
governing Churches } that as one withdrew, another took his 
place." And do not sill Episcopalians acknowledge this commu- 
nity of names 1 Do we hesitate to acknowledge it? You know 
that we do not. If you could prove that there was , no order ih 
th^ Church superior to that of Presbyters or Bishops, you would 
then do something for your cause; but this neither has, nor can 
be proved, Hilary seems to intimate, (yet very obscurely,) that 
when the Bishop died, the next in order took his place. Of that, 
th»e is i;iot the least hint in the Scriptures, nor in any ancient 
writer, so far as I know. Jerome directly contradicts that' no- 
tion, with respect.to the Church of Alexandria ; and I comnfiit 
myself to prov0, when called upon, that it is totally groundless. 
"But now comes the fatal blow to the cause of episcopacy. " In 
Egypt, even at this day, the Presbyters ordain in the Bishop 
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absence." Here, Sir, you should have quoted the Latin, and 
then those who are acquainted with that language, would not so 
easily be led into an error. The Latin is consi^nant This 
word is generally used, metonymically, for baptism or confir- 
mation ; because, in these rites, the person baptized or confirm- 
ed was anointed in the form of a cross. Som^ have supposed, 
(Bishop Taylor for one,) that the passage is corrupted, and that 
the word ought to be consecrant. The Bishop also observes, as 
a further ground of suspicion, that St. Austin, speaking of the 
dignity of Presbyters, says. In Alexandria, etpertotum Egyp- 
turn, si desit Episcopus, consecrat Presbyter; that is, conse- 
crates the Eucharist ; but never in the Bishop's presence. But 
let this emendation be correct or not, it Is certain that you have 
very unwarrantably translated consignant by the word ordain. 
By consulting Suicer's Thesuurus Ecclesiasticus, I find tha^ 
my assertion, with respect to consigno, which answers to the 
Greek word s^payi^w, is correct. It was generally used to signify 
baptism or confirmation, most commonly baptism. But Suicer 
quotes a passage from Dionysius the Areopagite, from which it 
appears, that in his day, the sign of the cross was sometimes used 
at ordination. It is, I believe, universally acknowledged by the 
learned, that the writings ascribed to Dionysius the Areopagite, 
were the production of another Dionysius, who lived in the 
fourth century, according to Pearson and Hammond, or, accord- 
ing to Daille, in the fifth. But this is of no consequence. The 
Latin translation is as follows ; the Greek you will find in Sui- 
cer, vol. I. p. 1108, 119^3 Vnicutque autem eorum signum crw- 
eis a consecrante Episcepa imprimitur, >" But upon every one of 
those [ordained] the sign of the cross is impressed by the conse- 
crating Bishop." Now, Sir, I appeal to your ingenuousness,, 
whether a solitary instance, (or, if you please, a few instances,) 
in which the Greek and Latin words signify metonymically, or- 
dain, will authorize you to translate consignant as you have 
done; when you must certainly know, that the word used by 
the Latins, generally, if not universally, is ordino 7 Hammond 
observes,* that Blondel and Salmasius, with all their diligence, 
were not able to produce a single instance, in which consigna 
signifies ordain- Perhaps you will say, that the sense of cofk- 
rsigno must be determined by the subject on which the author 
was treating ; and that Ambrose^ in the passage q^uoted, seems * 
to be speaking of ordination. I answer iio : he is not speak- 
ing of ordination. His words are, Scripta Apostoli non per 
omnia conveniunt ordinatiovdy qu<B nunc in Ecclesia est 
" The writings of the Apostle do not, in all things, agree to the 
order which is now in the Church." He then mentions one ex- 
ception to the apostolic order, viz : " In the Church of Alexan- 
dria, when the Bishop is absent, the Presbyters consign ;" that i^, 
if you will insist upon the word con$ignant, confirm j but it ia 

a HammoI^d, yol. II. p, 63. 



mach more probable that the word oaght to be consecnmt^ be- 
cause we have no other testimony, that, in Egypt, a Presbyt^ 
ooiifirmed when the Bishojt was absent ; and it is^ surprising to 
me, Sir, that when Blondeland Salmasius, as quoted by Dr« 
Hammor^d,^ are so uncertain upon this point, that you should 
mpeak in such a positive, decisive manner. Salmasius concedes, 
£at consiffnant in the one author, should be interpreted by con- 
^cran^. in the other; and Blondel acknowledges, that the for- 
mer word may signify either confirmation, ordination, or the 
benediction of penitents. 

But, Sir, were I to admit your interpretation, it would directly 
militate against your cause* Por, as Ambrose says, (according 
to ybur sen«e of the word,) that Presbyters ordain at Alexandria 
in the absence of the bishop, and mentions this as one instance 
in proof of his assertion, that the order of the Church was not in 
his day as^in the time of St. Paul, it follows, that ordination by 
Presbyters at Alexandria, when the Bishop was absent, was a no- 
velty, and contrary to 'apostolic practice ; and, therefore, almost 
wretched support to Presbyterian ordination. 

It is, Sir, a circumistanee that ought to excite in the minds of 
your intelligent readers, a pretty strong suspicion that all is not 
tight, when they^see you quoting passages, which, when fairly 
interpreted, make nothing for your purpose, and omitting to pro- 
duce quotations from the same authors, which unequivocally es- 
tablish the apostolic, institution of episcopacy. Thus, you do not 
exhibit the following pointed testimonies from Hilary. " The 
Bishop is the chief ;^ though every Bishop is a Presbyter, yet every 
Presbyter is not a Bishop."* He declares that ^' James was con- 
stituted Bishop of^ Jerusalem by the Apostles, and that the Apos^ 
ties, were Bishops."** He affirms that " Timothy and Titusj. and 
the angels of the Asiatic Churches were Bishops"* — Bishops in 
the appropriate sfense of the word. He says,' "in the Bishop all 
orders are contained, because he, is the prince or chief of the 
priests."' He affirms that " the Bishop is the vicegerent of 
Christ, and represents his person;" and that " he decreed every 
Church should be governed by one Bishop, even as all things 
proceed frorti one God, the Father." And in several other 
places, this author affirms, " that in a Church there were several 
Presbyters and Deacons, but never more than one Bishop, even 
in the Apostles' times," He also says', that the angels in the 

b HAMMONi>, yol II, p^ 62, chop. 8. 
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Bevdathms were Bisbops. Yet this is one of the . autlMnn 
^vourable to your cause. See Archbishop Potter, p. 175. - 

The next testimony you produce, is from ChrysQstom, Bishop 
of Constantinople. " The Apostle," says he, " having discoursed 
conoerning the Bishops-^-omitting the order of Presbyters, de- 
scends to the Deacons ; and why so, but because between Bishop 
and Presbyter there is scarcely any difference ; and to them is 
committed both the instruction and tbe presidency of the Church; 
and whatever he said of Bishops, agrees also to Presbyters. In 
ordination alone, they have gone beyond the Presbyters." Now, 
Sir, this last is the grand prerogative of the Bishop^-that which 
places him at the head of the Church ; for in eveiy government, 
both civil and ecclesiastical, he from whom all commissions flow^ 
must necessarily be the chief ruler. The Presbyters instruct as 
well as the Bishops — they preside oyer their particular congre- 
gations, as the Bishops do over their particular dioceses ; presi- 
■dency, therefore, belongs to both : but as to ordination^ that bo- 
longs not to Presbyters ; therein the Bishops excel. 

I really. Sir, was amazed, when I found this passage quoted in 
favour of ministerial parity. It is one'of those many strange 
things that will appear in the course of thi& controversy. How 
to account for it upon any rational ground, is Indeed beyond my . 
4japacity. 

But, Sir, as usual, all the testimonies of Chrysostom are not 
produced ; for a very good reason, I presume — ^because they do 
not much help the cause of parity. 

The eloquent Bishop of Constantinople observes, ( Comm. Ep. 
Philip,) "Panl-saith in his epistle to Timothy, fulfil thy tainis- 
try ; being then a Bishop ; for that he was a Bishop" (in the ap- 
propriate sense) " appears by Paul's writing thus unto him, I^ay 
hands suddenly on no man,^^ This is the very act in which thp 
Bishops principally excel the Presbyters ; by which the former are 
in a peculiar manner distinguished, and which the father quoted 
to prove their superiority over Presbyters. Ag^in.: In his thir- 
teenth Homily on 1 Tim. iv. 4 — with the laying on of the hands 
of the Presbytery — be has these pointed and decisive words: 
"He (Paul) does not speafc of Presbyters, but of Bisbops. For 
Presbyters did not ordain Timothy a Bishop." AU the. art of 
man cannot evade this testimony, for it implies, 1. That Bishops, 
as an order superior to Presbyters, existed in the apostolic age ; 
2. That Timothy was one of those Bishops ; and, 3. That Pres- 
byters could not in that age, as well as in the age in which Chry- 
sostom lived, ordain a Bishop. Need I quote any more from this 
author? I certainly need not. I shall but' just mention his 
opinion of the Presbyters, or Bishops convened by St. Paul at 
Miletus. He supposes several of them to be Bishops in the ap- 
propriate sense of the word ; but this I candidly acknowledge, 
does not admit of any satisfactory proof. It, however, shows, thi^t 
this father believed episcopacy was an apostolic and divine in- 
stitution. I would also irefer you to what he says upon Acts viii. 
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on the subject of confirmation. He places that rite entirely in 
the hands of the Bishops, in virtue of their being, the successors 
•of the Apostles; and; consequently, the episcopal office /is of 
divine origin. 

Your next friend to parity is^ the celebrated Theodoret, Bishop 
of Cyprus ; an eloquent, copious, and learned writer, says Mo- 
sheim. Your quoting this high churchman, as Presbyterians 
have always considered him, is another of your strange, things; 
but. Sir, -I do not dislike your spirit, whatever I may think of your 
prudence.' When a man attempts great things, the greater the 
better; fot then, if he do not reach his point, he fells nobly. 
Your undertaking, from first to last, is arduous, and, in some of 
your quotations, you are perfectly romantic. But it may be said 
of you, if it will afford you any comfort, as it was of a daring ad- 
venturer of old — ^ 

— Tmagais tamen-«jccidit ausis. 

Your quotation from Theodoret is as follows : " The Apostles 
cilll a Presbyter a Bishop, as we showed when we expounded the 
epistle to the Philippiaus, and which may be also learned from 
this place ; for after the precepts proper i;o Bishops, he describes 
the things which belong to Deacons. But as I said, of old they 
called the same men both Bishops and Presbyters." Now, Sir, 
to every word of this quotation I can heartily subscribe;, yet I 
do not think that you will be much disposed to place me among 
the advocates of parity. Theodoret admits, what almost afi 
Episcopalians admit, that for some time there was a community 
of names ; biit this was while the Apostles governed the Church, 
which prevented any inconv^ience from the promiscuous use 
of titles. The inference, therefore, that you would have your 
readers draw from the above quotation, is as gross a fallacy as 
ever was committed to paper; and it is an inference directly con^ 
trary to the opinion of Theodoret. Why, Sir, did you not inform 
your " Christian brethren," that Theodoret maintains, that those 
who had the appropriate title of Bishop in his day, and for ages 
before, were called Apostles in the first age of the Church 1 Why 
djd you not lay before them the following passage 7 " Epaphro- 
dltus was called the Apostle of the Philippians, because he was 
entrusted with the Episcopal government, as being their Bishop. 
For those now called Bishops, were anciently called Apostles; 
but in process of time, the nameof Apostle was left. to those who 
were truly Apostles, and the name of Bishopwas restrained to 
those who were anciently calli^ Apostles. Thus Epaphroditus 
was the Apostle of the Philippians, Titus of the Cretans, and 
Timothy of the. Asiatics." . This was exactly the opinion of Je- 
rome, and of Hilary the Deacon, as we have already seen; and 
nothing can be more definite and exphcit. 

Your next quotations ore from Primaaius and Sedulius, two 
writers of the same century ; but their testimonies are hot at all 
to your purpose; for they go no farther than to ieussert the com* 
munity of names,, to which Episcopalians readily subscribe. 
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After ^[aotinff these authors, ^ou make an attempt to hiTalidate 
tiie argmnent drawn from AerniB' condemnation, on accomit of 
his aiserting a commnnity of titles in the apostolic age, and 
inferring from it, that there should be a parity of officers in ttie 
ehurch. For this, Adrius was universally condemn^ and brand- 
ed with the title of heretic. Epiphanius calls him a madman. 
But you inform us, that Epiphanius is a writer of no credit, 
and you quote Mosheim in support of your opinion. Now, if 
you meui by " no credity" that he was not a man of great talents, 
and an accurate, fine writer, I believe you are right ; but if you 
mean that he was not a man of integrity and veracity, you have 
no ground for that opinion.^ The character which Socrates, 
the ecclesiastical historian, gives of him, does not accord wHh 
yours and Mosheim's. He says, "he lived a great while in 
Egypt, where his eminent skill and practice in the evangc^i- 
cd philosophy, rendered him very famous ; as it did in Pales- 
tine, and in the isle of Cyprus, of which he became Metropolitan, 
and from thence, as from a centre, diffused the lustre of his 
merit and significancy, in the conduct of civil as well as'spiritual 
afiairs, throughout the world."^ But let his talents and learning 
be great or small, I think he must have had sense enough to 
know, that his contemporary Asrius, who was a semi-Arian, and 
the founder of a new sect, after he was disappointed of a bishop- 
ric, '.taught erroneous doctrines, of Which this relating to Epis- 
copacy was one, and that he was generally condemned by the 
Christian Church. Had Asrius asserted only a community of 
names in the apostolic age, he would never have been blamed fOr 
that by Epiphanius; for that was the general opinion ; but when 
he inferred a parity in the Church from that circumstance, he 
was universally condemned for it, and pronounced a heretic. It 
was not because (as you say) " he set himself against the actual 
constitution of the Churches in his day," that he was deemed a 
heretic ; for no man was ever so deemed for violating the canons 
of the Church, upon which, according to your hypothesis, that 
constitution rested ; but because, in the opinion of Epiphanius, 
and the generality of Christians in that age, Aerius' notion of 
church government would essentially alter the 6hurch of Christ. 
" The order of Bishops," says Epiphanius, " begets fathers to the 
Church of Gon ; but theorderofPreshyt'ers begets sons in baptism, 
but not fathers by ordination."** ^uch was the catholic doctrine 
which Asrius opposed, and which you are at this day opposing. 

But, Sir, were 1 to admit your objection against Epiphanius, 
I do not see what service it would render your cause, while St 
Augustin stands In your way. I think you must know, tiliat he* 
gives the same account of Aerius, that Epiphanius does ; and I 
do DOt think that you will venture to assert, that Augustin de* 

g'See PABKia^s Abridff. Sseratett Soxomen c^nd Tbeodorett p- 413. 

Ii Ser, 76. i TavloBi JSjpia, p. W^. 
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perves no credit If it be your humour to admit no testimony* in 
this controversy, unless it come fiom xfien of great taients and 
extensive learning, I make no objection, however absurd the no- 
tion ^lay be. T(?this ordeal, then, I present St. Augustin, IVhat 
says Mosheim of him 7 " The fame of Augustin, Bishop of Hippo, 
in Africa, filled the whole Christian world ; and not without rea- 
son, as a variety of great and shining qualities were united in the 
character of that illustrious man. A sublime genius, an uninter^ 
rupted and zealous pursuit of truth, an indefatigable appiication, 
an invincible patience, a sincere piety, and a subtle and livdy 
wit, conspired to establish his fame upon the most lasting foun- 
dations.""' Bishop Taylor'mjentions another author of that age, 
who bears the same testimony-^Philastrius j but of him t can 
say nothing. 

I do not see, then, but that we are entitled to our argument drawn 
from the condeomation of Aerius' opinions, one of which was, 
that Bishop and Presbyter are not, by apostolic institution, differ- 
ent orders in the CJiurch j and most assuredly, had you lived in that 
day, and published your "letters" to your "Christian brethren," 
your name would have been handed down to posterit3f) by a sen- 
tence of condemnation passed upon that performance : for Chry- 
sostom's opinion was, beyond all controversy, the universal 
opinion of that age, that ordination is the proper and peculiar- 
Unction of a Bishop, which principally gives him his superiority 
over a Presbyter. 

Before^ I take notice of what you have said, in answer to the 
testimonies adduced from Eusebius, I have some quotations to 
make in favour of episcopacy, which I think will. clearly show, 
that all you have said with respect to this author is mere ca^. 

Athanasius, you know, was contemporaiy with Eusebius, and 
.sat with him in the famous council of Nice. He was the great 
champion of tHe Trinitarian cause; and was, in everjr respect, 
a great and excellent man. Now what does this illustrious 
Bishop Say with respect to episcopacy? You certainly ought to 
have told your readers, after so much profession of fairness and 
candour. But this defect I shall supply. Let us attend to his 
epistle to Dracontius. This Presbyter was elected to a bisdioprio, 
but declined the office. Upon which Athanasius writes thus to 
him : " But if you think there is no reward allotted to the office 
of a Bishop, you despise the Saviour who instituted that office. 
I. beseech you suffer nothing of that kind to enter your mind ; 
for what the Lord instituted by his Apostles, that is good, and 
remains firmly established," &c.^ Here Athanasius d^lares 
episcopacy, as it was in his days, to be Christ's institution by 
his Apostles. This is a very weighty testimony againj^ you. 
. There is another writer who was contemporary with Theo- 

It Eccles. Sist. vol. I. jt.Z62. ... ■ " . 

] Q,ubd si nuUam oinnino mercedem episcopl fimctioni destinatam arbitraris ; Ser- 
Tatoremque, qui earn ita instituit, contemnis, <&c. Nam qn» Dquudus apostolos in* 
0tit»itf e4 et bona sunt, et firnooa persistant, &c, £lp. ad Drawn, 
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doret, tliat deaerves to be noticed — I mean Isidore, Bishop of 
Ftelusinm, o^whomMosheim gives the following character: 
^ He wa$ a man of uncommon learning and aancU^. A* great 
number of his epistles are yet extant, and discover more piety, 
genius, erudition and wisdom, than are to be fomid in the vom- 
minons productions of many other writers." Isidore says, " Tlie 
Bishops succeeded the Apostles — they were constituted thro' tlie 
whole world in the place of the Apostles." He then says, that 
** Aaron, the high-priest, was what a Bishop is; and that Aaron's 
sons prefigured the Presbyters." This appears to be in perfect 
coincidence with the opinion of St. Jerome, who lived at the 
same time. They speak in nearly the same terms,^ and cannot 
be understood in any other manner, than what is strongly in 
favour of episcopacy." 

In this century lived Optatus, a Numidiaii Bishop, who says, 
that " the Laity, the Ministers, the Deacons, the Presbyters — nay*, 
the Bishops themselves, the princes and chief of all, proved tra- 
ditors." .** There are," says he, "foursbrts in the Church — 
Bishops, Presbyters, Deacons, and the faithful Laity ;" that is, 
these are the constituent parts of a Christian Church. ^See Tay- 
lor's Epi&. p. 05. 

To these individual testimonies, let us add those of several 
councils, both provincial and general, by which we shall see, 
what was the opinion of the whole Christian world upon this 
subject 

In the year 265, a cotincp convened at Antioch, to lay Paul, 
Bishop of Samosata. The fathers of that council decdare, (as 
related by Eusebius, lib. viL) that ^* the office of a Bishop is 
sacred and exemplary, both to the clergy and to the peopW." 
Now if it be sacred, it certainly must be agreeable to the will of 
Christ. But, upon your hypothesis, it has no warrant from the 
word of God — it is an usurpation, and consequently^ an atiti- 
Christian office, as you and your brethren very graciously repre- 
sent it. This council, then, consisting of seventy or ei^ty 
Bishops,^ living but about a century and a half from the apostolic 
age, at a time when the Church was pure in her doctrine^ and 
strict in her discipline; when the clergy Were puiified by suf- 
ferings, and kept alive to their duty, by death being- constantly 
presented to their view in the most horrible forms : at this time, 
and under these circumstances, this council, bearing testimony 
tothe tlivine origin of episcopacy, is to weigh less with us, than 
the opinion of a small part of the Christian world, for two hun- 
dred years past. He that can appreciate testimony in this man- 

m I am indebted for thi^ testinumy to a book, entitled A brief account of ancient 
Church Government, by an anon3rmouB autl»or. The liatin of t^ above t^uotation 
is as follows : " Apoetolis decedentibus successerunt episcopi qui sunt constituti per 
totum mundum in sedibus apostbloriitn." Again : " Q-uo toto contemplari oportet, 
Aaron summum sacerdotem, id est, episcopum fuisse ; filios ejus presbjterorum 
figuram praBmonstrasse." ijib. ii. ch. 5. * . 

n So says Athanasius i so says Hilary,. See Valbsivs' note on Eui^, JScd £tt9t» 
lib. vii. p. 360. 
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ner, appears to me to have a way of thinking, of which the- 
small portion of philosophy I am master of, wQl not enable me 
to give any tolerable account. 

The council of Laodicea, which met some time in the fourUi 
century, after specif3ring particiUar instances of subordination 
to the Bishop, sums them up thus : " So.likewise the Presbyters, 
let them do nothing without the precept and counsel of the 
Bishop." ° This is exactly the language of Ignatius; no minis- 
trations in tho Church were admitted without the Bishop'd 
authority ; of course he was the head of the clergy, and sacred 
orders Were derived only from him. The council of Aries, 
which was held before that Of Nice, commands the same thing.p 
So likewise ttie thirteenth canon of the council, of Ancyra, ac- 
cording to the Latin of Isidore.<i And all this exactly coincides 
with Jerome's advice — " Be subject to thy Bishop, and receive 
him as the father of thy souL""^ Strange advice, if Jerome did 
not think episcopacy was founded upon the word of Gon ! 

There were three remarkable facts which occurred ; twp of 
them in the fourth century, the other in the beginning of the 
fifth. The latter case was thus : Musaeus and Eutychianus, 
who were only Presbyters, took upon them to ordain ; but the 
council of Sardis would not admit them into the order of clergy : 
they would admit none "but such as were ordained by Bishops, 
who were so in truth — for they* were no Bishops that imposiedr 
hands on them ." • This sliows clearly, what the council of Sardis 
thouglit of Presbyterian ordination. It was declared by them 
to have no validity, because the ordainers had no authority to 
impose hands. 

One of the other two cases, was that of Ischiras, who was 
ordained a Presbyter by CoUuthus, who was himself no more than 
a Presbyter. Ischiras was reduced to lay-communion by the 
synod of Alexandria, because he was not ordained by a Bishop. 
Perhaps you will say, that was done because it was contrary to 
the canons, which had appropriated ordination to the episcopal 
office. But that evasion will be of no manner of service to you ; 
for, happily, we have a full account of the matter in the syno- 
dical epistle of the Bishops of Egypt, Thebais, Lybift, and Pe^r* 
tapolis, and in the joint letter of. the clergy of the province of 
Mareotis, both preserved in the works, of Athanasiusi, These 
Bishops say expressly, that the ordination was nuU, because it 
was performed by a Presbyter. " How came Ischiras," say they, 
" to be a Presbyter, and by whom was he ordained? Was it 1^ 
Colluthus ? But Colluthus died a Presbyter, so that all the im- 
positions of his hands were invalid and null." The clergy of 
Mareotis likewise say, " Ischiras, who calls himself « Wte^jper^ 

\ 

Can. 66. . P V^ presbjteri sine oooflcientia qNUpeopomin nihil freianL 

q "Sed nee presbyterii eivitatis sine episcopi precepto ampUop aliquid imperare, 

vel line authwitste literamm ejus in ttnaquaque parocnia aliquid agere." Cwt 19. 

SeeT^TtOBon^^. p.114. , 

tJEp.adNepot. ■Caal9. . . 
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»not a Presbyter, since he -was ordained by Collnthus, who as* 
sumed an imaginary episcopacy, and was aherwards command- 
ed by Hosius, and other Bishops synodieaUy assembled, to return 
to the order of Presbyters, whereto he was ordained. And 
conseouMitly, all those whom Colluthus ordained, returned to 
their former stations, and Ischiras himself became a layman." 
Here is not a word said about a violation of the canons of the 
Church ; that would have made the ordination of Ischiras unca- 
nonical, but not invalid. His ordination was not admitted, be- 
cause it was performed by a Presbyter, and a Presbyter had not 
the power of ordaining ; consequently, there must be a higher 
officer in the Church, to whom ordination belongs, and that offi- 
cer can be no other than the Bishop. This is an excellent com- 
ment upon Jerome's assertion, QuidenimfacitJSpiscojms, quod 
etiam Presbyteri non faciant, excepta ordinatione? " What 
does a Bishop do, which, a Presbyter may not, excepting ordina- 
tion ?" In the opinion of all the writers and councils of the fourth 
century, no Presbyter, firom the. original restriction of his office, 
could ordain. We may, therefore, very reasonably suppose, 
that, Jerome meant to comprehend within his observation, the 
power of a Presbyter in the apostolic age. 

The third case is that of Maximus, who was another imagine 
ary Bishop. All his ordinations were pronounced null by the 
council of Constantinople. Taylor on Ejns. p. 103i 

When the canons of the Church were transgressed by clergy- 
men, they were either deposed or suspended from the execution 
of their office, but still their character remained ; but if they per- 
fornled any clerical act, although it was deemed irregular and 
contumacious, yet.it was not deemed invalid, except by a few 
rigid disciplinarians. When the clergyman repented, and was 
restored to the exercise of his Office, he was not re-ordained, not 
having lost his character by the sentence of deposition,. nor were 
his baptisms reiterated. But in the cases adduced, the ordina- 
tions were pronounced null ; because they were performed by 
PresbyterSj " who" says Ambrose '^ gave nothing, because they 
had nothing to give*" This was, beyond controversy, the opm- 
ion of the fourth century. 

Upon these facts I shall make one observation— It is a very 
surprising thing, that those who were concerned in these ordi^ 
imtions, did not contend for their right to ordain, and did not 
attach a party to themselves upon that ground. Nothing could 
have been more praise-worthy, than to restore primitive ordina- 
tion, and thereby strip usurping Bishops of their ill-gotten power. 
They could hardly have failed of success ; for the truth of the 
matter, in that day, must have shone .with great lustre. There 
could have been no difficulty in determining what were the sen- 
tim^ts of the second and third centuries ; no more than there 
can be in my determining what have been the sentiments and 
practice of Episcopalians or Presbyterians for the last two hun- 
dred years. The fathers of the fourth century had the Scrip- 
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.Uures ia their bands m as great parity as we bavQ^ and tkey. wete 
fvHl as capable of understanding them as we are. If, ilf^. the 
Scriptures assert a; parity of ministers in the Church, as well as 
the whole Christian world, for the first three centuries, in the 
name, of common sense, how could it be, that in the fourth cen- 
tury, hundreds of .Bjshops, a large number of whom^are aeknow* 
ledged by all to have been great and good men^. could have had 
the impudence and wickedness, (if they had the power,) to di»- 
prive Presbyters of their just rignts ; and that these Presbyters 
should have been so stupid^ or so regardless of what was d\^e to 
them, as not to make the least struggle in their own defence-^ 
the people too, remaining ^uiet spectators of this most fla^tkms 
act of injustice. Sir, if you can believe this, all I have to say is, 
that youhav^ greatly the advantage of me. — Credat Judaus 
Ajypella^ noi} ego* 

Weshall now, I think, be pretty well prepared to appreciate 
what you object to the testimony of Eusebius. You say, " No 
one disputes that before the time of Constantine, in whose -reigii 
Eusebius lived, a kind of prelacy preyailed," [a kind ofptelacu ! 
"VVhat does that mean?] ^^ which was more fully organized by 
that Emperor. But does Eusebius inform us what kind of dif- 
ference there was between the Bishops and, Presbjrters of his 
day ?" Supposing he does not in so many words, do, not others 
inform us, that Bishops were an order of apostolic institution, 
and that Presbyters had no power of ordaining ministers ? . Do 
not Ambrose,^ Chrysostom, Epiphanius, and Jerome, expressly 
te]l us so? Do not the councils who invalidated ordinations by 
Presbyters, tell us so ? Do not all the clergy, of Mareotis teU us 
so ? Now, who can doubt that Eusebius, who was a Bishop, held 
the same opinion as to the government of the Church, with . iiH 
tii0 writers of his age ? What ' ' contemptible -cavilling" is it to sel 
aside the testimony of Eusebius, because he d^oes not give us t 
detail of the particulars, in which a Bishop was^superior to a Pres- 
byter in his time, when others do, and when our opponents ao- 
knowledge that theydo ? What " contemptible, cavuling'^ is it to 
assert, tlmt because Eusebius does not expressly say, ordination is 
this prerogative of a Bishop, when he gives ns numerous instonees 
of Bishops ordaining Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons, and 
never once hints at an. ordination by Presbyters, that bis .testis 
mony is nothing to our purpose } What '^ contemptible cavilUng" 
is it to Siay,^ that Eusebius <!an render us no- service, because 1^ 
does not assert that confirmation was administered by Bishqis 
only, when others in -the sanie>affe do assert itj p^tieutftrly Sf^ 

£>me, and when several assert the. same thing, from fifjty to a 
undred years before Eusebius ? What ^' ooafesinptihte.cayiUing'^ 

% The testimoiijr •f Ambrow wiit forgotten in it* proper placa. ■ ,Tbi«-firtlier My% 
0t Paul had ordi^ed Timothj a Bishop : tlode et oiieioadinpdum episcopum ord^j^ 
Mleiid4t Neqae einm fas erat ; am licebat, nt innilor brdinaret majorem.'^ m 
«Ml f ivM 1hi# renMm*^NeiDO trilMpA, qiidd iwti «8^tt. f fait tOTtfMsnf caft vtK^ 

Vol. I.— 3 
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is it to say, that because Knsebius does not positiirdy declare 
episcopacy to be a divine institution, and does not positlvdy say^ 
that Bishops in the apostolic age, and for a hundred years after- 
Wards, were tiie same as. in his age, that, therefore, they were 
different, when he speaks of Bishops in the first three centuries, 
exactly as he does of Bishops in the fourth, without the least hint 
of any difference of authority ; md when he declares the Bishops 
of his time to have derived their authority by uninterrupted suc>- 
cession from the Apostles, and the Apostles theirs from Christ ; 
and, consequently, that the episcopal office is of divine origin ? 
Is it not " contemptible cavilling'? to say, that because Eusebius 
does not expressly declare that Bishops were Diocesans, th^t. 
therefore, he ougnt not to be considered as a witneiSs to that kind 
of episcopacy, when he gives us the names of the Bishops of the 
four great cities, Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome, and Alexandria; in 
which there were many Presbyters, and thousands of Christians, 
and, consequently, numerous congregations ? But this is a point 
of the utmost4!onsequence, and deserves a very particttlar discus- 
sion : I shall, therefore, defer it till we ascend into the Cyprianic 
age; and I hereby promise you, that if I do not completely prove 
conffreffoMonal epis4;opacy to1)e the invention of man, that I will 
never more consider diocesan bs any thing but a wise, human 
institution. 

But to ElSKsebins' account of the succession of Bishops, you 
object his own acknowledgment, that he^had to rely much on 
tradition, and that he was but scantily supplied with historical 
documents. But Eusebius could not mean, th&t he was at a loss 
tibout the government of the Church, from the want of records ; 
for if he had never seen a line upon that subject, tradition alone 
was quite sufficient to determine whether it Avas episcopal or 
Presbyterian. He was bom about the year 266. ii6w, he must 
have known some who were bora in the second century, from 
^ho^ he could have known what the government of the Church 
WSas in their youth, and who must have had the same informa- 
tion from hundreds who were born in the apostolic age. Forms 
of government are matters of great notoriety, and can undergo 
no essential change without much commotion. Eusebius gives 
no hint of any change in the government of the Church; but, on 
the contrary, speaks of it in therBsme manner in the first century, 
in which he speaks of 4t in the subsequent ages down to his time. 
He frequently diistipguishes the officers of the Church by the 
usual names-^Bishop, Presbyter, and Deacon. He also gives the 
succession of Bishops indifferent Churches, which would be ridi- 
culouis, upon any other principle than that of one Bi^K)p to a^ 
diocese. And as to the difficulty of settling the succession, for a 
short time, in the Churches of Rome and- Antioch, it is verjr 
rationally accounted for by Haftimorid, Who, in this particutoi 
i«)generaUy followed by learned Episcopaliansf. The circum- 
stilB<^ of there beivg thousands of Jews in those cities, who were 
still tenacious of the Mosaic rites,, particvktriy tiithe Sabbatb^ 
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rendered it next to impossible for the Gentile converts to worsh^ 
with them. Each, therefore, by, apdstolic indulgence, had a 
Bishop, which continued probably till the deskuction of Jemsa^ 
1^. That event convinced the Jewish converts that " the law 
was but a shadow of good things- to come 5" and thenceforth we 
find in those Ch\irches a clear single successioni When; therCh 
fore, Eusebius speaks of a scantiness of materials for hid history^ 
it cannot be as to the form of church government ; for of that he 
oould not possibly be ignorant ; but of numberless particulars of 
an Laferiot nature, whleh are seldom noticed in the records of any 
diocese, but are left to a precarious existence, by being entrusted 
to memory. In remote and obscure .Churches too, where the peo- 
ple Were illiterate, and not much cultivated in any respect, "he 
could be furni^ed with but few materials : but sucli as they are; 
we find episcopacy every where prevailing. Rut, after all, majt- 
wig every concession upon this point that can be reasonably eat- 
pected, Eusebius had no small collection for his work. -He cer^ 
tainly had ail that we have, and a great deal that we ht^ve not 
He tells us himself, that he was furnished with all the records of 
the Churches throughout the empire, by the order of Constantino. 
He had also the histories of Hegestppus and Papias,' who wrote 
very near the apostolic age, and who were acquainted with num- 
bers that had conversed, with the Apostles. The learned Valesius, 
i]ihi&. edition of Eusebius' history, gives a long list, of writings 
and records, with which that celebrated Bishop was furnished 3 
so that, notwithstanding your caveat^ and Milton's sneering ob- 
serVations^ we have quite enough in Eusebius to^ show, that a 
true and proper episcopacy existed in his day, and had existed 
from the apostolic age. - 

I shall now close this letter, and in my next begin with the 
writings of the third century. These will bring forward the sub- 
ject of congregational episcopacy, and, of course, what you deem 
facts infavour of it. ' ' 

Before I conclude, I shall jost observe to' you', that you have a 
very improper way (rf quoting authors. If it be a Latin or Greek 
author, you sometimes givens the English without the original^ 
even when the sense of the original is very different from 'what 
you give it : as when you translate constffnant^ ordain; and in a 
few other Jnstances, as will be shown hereafter; and you also 
give us. the English, without referring us to that part of the* work 
which contains the original. This puts an opponeiit to a great 
deal of unnecessary trouble. : I must, therefore, tell you plainly^ 
Sir, that if this controversy proceed, you must give the original^ 
ubless it be a passage well know», and about which' there can be 
no dispute, or unless the passage be very long; but 'in every 
instance, you must note precisely the pdace whence you took the 
quotations. I will promise you to do the same: we shall then 
gee the words of an author with our own eyesj and proceed in «^ 
lajr and'8ehdar4ike^ixianqer, , 
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Bbv. Sir: 

In my last letter, if I do not deceive myfelf, I have fully 
proved, Uiat all the writers of the fourth century, and in the begin* 
ning of the fifth, together with all the councils convened wimin 
that period, do as&ert, that episco^cy was an Apostolical insti- 
tution. I shall now proceed to con^d^r the testimonies of indi- 
viduals, and of provincial councils in the third century. And 
here^ there is such a mass of evidence in favour of our cause, 
that my only difficulty lies in makihg such a selection as will 
ansiwer ray purpose, without extending this discussion td too 
great a length. I shall abridge the evidence as mueh as I posst-. 
bly can ; and shall request your patient attention to it 

You enter upon this century with the following observations : 
" About tliis time, ais will be afterwards shown, aorang many 
other corruptions, that of clerical imparity appearcxl in the 
Church ; and even the papacy, as we have before seen, had begun 
to urge lis anti-christian claims. From the commencement of 
the third century, therefore, every witness on the subject of 
episcopacy, is to be received with caution." In. opposition to 
these vague and ill-founded assertions, I shall give you the testi- 
mony of Marshal, the learned translator of the works of Cy* 
prian, Bishop of Carthage. Speaking of that prelate, he says, 
" Cyprian was the Bishop of a most flourishing Church, the me- 
tropolis of a province. He was a man whp was made for busi- 
ness, had a diligent and active spirit, arid talents equal to the 
charge wherewith.he was entrusted. The time he lived in was a 
busy one, and he was at the head of most transactions in it. One 
hundred and fifty years had not passed from the death of one of 
the Apostles, when he entered upon his see j and the Churches of 
Christ were then particulaiiy careful to preserve the memory 
and observance of all apostolical institutions ; and had certainly 
better means at that time of knowing what those institutions 
were, than^ny which are now within reach, of the most curious 
inquirer. The short hints and glances which we find in Scrip* 
ture, were then improved, explained, and opened, by tRe succes- 
sive practice of ihe Church, from her first formation ; and her 
practice could easily be traced upwards from that time to the 
very fountain; and when her Bishops were so watchful, and so 
well united for mutual defence and coimsd, it ws^ next to im- 
possible, that any material injiovation upon her doctrine, disci- 
{dine or worship, should creep in unobserved, and not be reputeed 
upon its first attempts. There was then no temptation from 
«e<mlar views, tp taint her purity u\ any of these^ particulars^ 
Frequent persecutions reminded all her pastors of their duty; 
and the povi^ersofthQ world had not yet either protected OT.cor^ 
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rqpted her.^'* That thi« was the true fltate of the Church- itt;th«: 
t^d century, is, I ankwell'coiiTiiieed, the opinioii of almost all- 
Who have said any thing upon this subject. I will give you the 
testimeuy of another great master of antiquity, much to the 
same purpose as the above. *^ No assignable age of tjie Church," 
says Bishop'Sage, M were closer adherents to divine authority, or 
stricter observers of divine, institutions, or nicer requirers of dt- 
vine warrant for every thing proposed to be received by tHem.- 
Never an age wherein innovations were more carefully guarded 
against^ or repudiated. I might easily fill some sheets with testi* 
monies to this purpose. • Nor was it peculiar to him [Cyprian} to 
be so nice and catitions in this matter : not one of his contempo- 
raries was otherwise minded.'"* 

I- will, now. Sir, give you the testimony of a very distinguished- 
non-conformist, and a very stiff opposer oi diocesan episcopacy i 
I mean. Richard Baxter. It relates entirely to the African 
Churdies 5 but that is quite sufficient for my purpose. " In Cy- 
prian's time," says he, " they were the best ordered Churches in the 
world ; and the Bishops were the most godly, faithful, peaceable 
company of Bishops since the Apostles' times," And of the fol- 
ktwing times he thus speaks : "Most of the African councils were 
the best in all the world ; no Bishops being faithfuller than they."* 
4 in no period indeed, of the Church shall we find any thing like 
perfection. Faults, weaknesses, and deviations from purity may 
be found in the individuals of that age, no doubt ; and the same 
things may be found in the very age of the Apostles. But for any 
material errpr in doctrine, or any peculiar viciousness of lifo, that 
age is no more marked than the two preceding. Nor can any 
reason be assigned why it should .be. The Christians were then 
under dreadful persecutions, which have a powerful tendency to. 
purify both priests and people. They had also extraol'dinary 
eommunicattons of God*s Si^ibit; and miracles had not yet 
ceased."^ This is an a priori argument ; and fact perfectly corre* 
^ponds with it. ^ 

.More need not be added to show, that your cautions with re- 
spect tp this age, are by no means well founded ; but if they 
were— if it beconceded, that the third century was more corrupt, 
both in doctrine and morals, than the two preceding — still the con- 
cession would be totally irrevelant to the point under consider- 
ation ; for I am not about to quote testimonies from the writers of 
this century, to proye a point of doctrine, nor to adduce the evi- 
dence of flagitious characters, to prove' a matter of fact. I shall 
require no more from you than every court of justice upon the 
face of the earth would admit ; that is, to receive and to decide 
upon the evidence of honest men. This simple quality in the 
witnesses is enough for my puipose j yet you may, if you plea«e, 
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Teqnke more of me \ you Bi»y ineltt upon my bringinir fi)nr«d 
meirMlintrious for leaFmng,irirtao,.and piety; aad your request 
Aall be instantly compiled with. 

I adduce, then, in the first place, the great and glorious martyr, 
St. Cyprian, Bisaop of Carthage. A volume may be fSM. witii 
testimonies from this distingHish^ champion oi the Cliristiaiii 
ftith ; and a volume actually. la^ been filled with such testimonies 
by Bishop 3age. This volume I havo before me, and I am glad.l 
have it; for it will save me the trouble of reading over Si the 
writings of St. Cyprian : I shall, however, see that every quota- 
tion corresponds with the originaL 

From the writings of this distinguished man, and from those of 
his contemporaries, I shall, if I do not deceive myself, prove the 
four following particulars : 1. lliat St Cyprian was not a con- 
gregational, but a diocesan Bishop, in the strict and proper seose 
of the epithet. 2. That he and they believed this episcopacy to 
be of divine institution. ^ That the Bishop was raised to the 
highest grade of priesthood by a distinct ordination. And, 4* 
That he was the supreme ruler x)f the Church, and that aU orders 
were governed by him. If these four points should be com- 
pletely established, the cause will then be fairly gained, with 
respect to the third century ; and, I think, I may confidently 
assert, that if ga}ned for that century, it will be also for thetWo 
preceding ; for it will be an easy matter to show, notwithstand- 
ing ydur plausible conjectures to the contrary, that it was morally 
impossible for so great a change to have taken place in so short 
a time ; and that too^ without any writer in the third century 
knowing any thing about the m-^tter. 

1. First, then, St. Cyprian was not a^ congregational, but a dio- 
oasan Bishop. 

' To throw light upon this point, it is proper to observe, that 
Carthage was a very great and populous city. Tertuilian, who 
was a native of it, and who flourished half a century before Cy- 
prian, speaks of the Christian^ even in his time, as "so numerous, 
as almost to constitute the greater^ part of. every city ;"• and in 
* his apology to the Roman magistrates, bespeaks of their num- 
bers in the following manner : " We are of yesterday, yet every 
place is filled with us : your .cities, your islands, your fortSj 
your corporations and councils, eventhe armies, tribes and com- 
panies, yea, the palace, senate, and courts of justice ; the tem- 
ples only have we left to you. Should we go o% and separate 
frona you, you wouM stand amazed at your own desolation, be 
alighted at your solitary state, the stagnation of your aii^irs, 
and the stupor of death which would , seize your city."^ Whirt 

'■■ 

e Tauta hoiniaum mi]dtitud&,'pars pene n^LJor cujusqae. <Hvitfit9». Teh. sd Sckj^ 
C.2. ' ■ . - - 

f Heflteriu«ahms,et yestra omnia implevimuft; urbes, insulas, casteIIa,"Ynunicl- 
pii^ concili&l»ula, castra ijpsa) tritms, docurias, palatiam, senamm, foruAi ; -sola Tohia 
reli^pimus templa.- ^ tanta vis JbomiauiQ. in yk^n tftbia reinbti niuim idbru- 



ftiiiy And knpudendeVoiild ibis imply, if there was bot a ain^Ie 
congragation ia the gmt city ef Borne, snd the odier great cities 
of the empire 1 Eusebius, too, conveys the inanesidea, Vhen he 
oompaKS the Christian chorches in every city-^'^ their thronged 
tutid crowded societies, to grain heaped upon a bam floor .'?< 
Who oan believe, after these accounts, that there were no more 
C^ifltians in Carthage, where Christianity had been professed 
from the apostolic age, than would amount to one large c<mgre- 
gation? - 

, Again : There was a number of Pr^sbyt^*s in the Chmt^ of 
Carthage ^ and, how this consists with the notion oT a single 
oongregation, I cannot well understand . That there was a imm- 
ber of Presbyters is beyond contradiction. "When Cyprian 
sent Nui^aidicus to be placed among the Presbyters of Carthage, 
he gives this reason for it,^<thet he might adorn the plenty of his 
presbyters with such >vorthy men, it being how impaired by the 
fall of some ;"•* that is, during the persecution, Cyprian had the 
mortification of seein^his Church rent with schism. Felicissimus 
and five other Presbyters broke communion with that Church 5 
and after that, Cyprian mentions Britius, Rogatianus, and Nu- 
midicus, as the chief Presbyters. Rome, we well know, had, at 
the very same time, forty-six presbjrters, and Constantinople 
sixty. In the name of common sense, what could be the use of 
such a nun^ber of ministers, where there was but a single con- 
gregation 7 Would you not think the vestry of Trinity church 
out of their senses, were they to call to the assistance of the 
Rector^ sixty, or forty, or one half the number of curates, al- 
though three' other very considerable congregations are connect- 
ed with that mother church'? And why ^oiiid moderns bo 
deemed mad -men for so doing, and the ancients be considered 
as acting with wisdom and piety ? Take into the account, alsO) 
the impracticability of one congregation maintaining such a 
number of clergymen, at a time, when "not many mighty, not 
many noble were , called" — ^when Christians were hot of the 
richer ranks in society. That they were all maintained by the 
Church, besides a number of Deacons and inferior officers,' is 
most certain ; for we are , repeatedly told by the ancients, that 
the offerings at the ahar wet6 the only means of supporting the 
Bishop, hjs clergy^ and the poor. If, m such cifcumstanees; 
Christians had not the most imperious calls to observe rigid 
Qoonomy, I cannot conceive in w;hat^ circumstances they could 
have themt Besides, the Christiiains of that day were too virtu- 
ous and pious to encomrage idleness and vice y for that wcmld 
have been the inevitable conseqnence of maintaining such a num^ 
ber of supernumerary ministers. In short, broaa absurdity Is 
stmiaped upon the very ^'head and ftont" of tx^ngregatidnifl 
episa>pacy. 

ft Ecdea, BUt. lib. u..«* 3. ~ h M!p. 4a. 

1 [St. George's Church in the city of N«w-Tark, wM at ths tllM of writiog tben 
letten, a (Siapd o( Trinity Church. J 
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BntJUi 0ofteB this absurdity a litfle, yon tell tss, that mme oi 
those msbyterd were ruling Eiders; although you do not pr^ 
tend \p say how many of them. I wonder you did not tell us 
that too ; for I see no morediffieoHy in the one case, than in the 
other. Who, Sir, informed you that there were ruling ISdeni* 
at Carthage? "Cyprian, Ep. 80.'? Go on. Sir, if you please* 
*< Cyprian, writing to his Presbyters, and Elders, and people'' — >' 
Stop here one moment. That is not the address of the I^istle. 
It runs thus — " Cyprian to his Presbyters, and Deacons, and to all 
the peo]^e, his brethren, sendeth greeting.?"" You add Elders 
after Presbyters, which "word is not' in the address. This is not 
quite fair : I am sorry you should have had recourse to it; but 
I will put it to the account of those things quas incuTia fuddt. 
This impropriety being corrected, proceed if you please. ^* Cy- 
prian, writing to his ftesbyters,' afld Deacons, and people, re- 
specting a certain person called Numidicus, enjoins that he 
should be reckoned with the Presbyters of thai?*Church; and 
should sit with the clergy to make up their Presbytery : and yet 
it appears, that it was only as a ruling' , not as a teaching- Pres- 
byter that he was to be received by them ; for Cyprian subjoins, 
" He shall be promoted, if it be the will of God, to a more dis- 
tinguished plac^ of his religion, (or of his religious function,) 
wl^n, through tjie divine protection, we shall return." From 
this you infer, that Numidicus was no more than a r;uUng Pres- 
byter ; because he could not otherwise be promoted ; for the 
Bishop was still living, and Cyprian had it not in his power to 
secure to him the succession. Now, Sir, if this^be all thiat you 
have to convince you that Numidicus was ho more than a 
ruling Elder, you, certainly, are a man very easily satisfied — at 
times, Bjit why might not a man of Numidicus' great merit 
have stood a very good chance to be promoted to some other see^ 
anK>nig the many in Mauritania and Numidia, which were every 
day becoming vacant, in consequence of the dreadful persecu- 
tion the Church was then under? Surely^ there is nothing im- 
probable in such a supposition. Numidicus must have stood 
high in the estimation of Christians; for he had been a glorious 
confessor, and had almost received the crown of martyrdom, 
St. Cyprian tells us, that ''^he was half roasted, and covered rwith 
stones, and so left for dead; and .when' his daughter, with the 
solicitude of filial tenderness and piety, was looking for the 
body, she found him* just«live^ and drew him out of* the heap, 
and, by the application of cordials and proper remedies, brought 
him to himsefi again."* Numidicus was some country Presby- 
ter, prpbably of some remote, obscure parish, and for stoh a 
one tp be removed to the city of QarthagOp and there placed' 
among the clergy, was, undoubtedly, promotion. Cyprian say9„ 
that he had a revelation from heaven, " to add the Presbyter: 
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Nnmidiens,?' not tHe laynmn, ner tbe rdling ISMier I^umidi* 
cto, l>ut Numidicus the Presbyter, - ^ to lie enrolled among''' 
^wbom? The ruling Elders^ No; but the "Carthaginian 
Prfesbyters," and to " sit amotig the clergy." Again: "iti» 
the' pleasure of otir Lord, that he jshould be joined with our 
clergy;, and that our number (of 'clergy) which the lapse of 
some Presbyters hath diminished, should be recrijited, and 
adorned with such Ulustrioas priests — gloriosis sacerdottbus. 
H^e.the light breaks in upon tts irresistibly-^ttiere is liothing 
further to be said. 

Before I conclude this point, I shall just notice your mannei* of 
translating soma of the Latin words in your quotation. You trans- 
late, Et promovebitur qtiidemcum Beus permiserit, "he shall 
be promoted, if it be the will of Cron :" when it n^iight with equal 
propriety, and much more consistency with the whole of the 
epistle, be tj;ajislated, " and, without dotibt, he will be promoted." 
This.ex:pr^sses Cyprian's confidenee, but implies no promise. 

It is really wonderful, that a man of your sense, and, I verily 
believe, integrity, should suffer attachment to a cause to warp his 
jtidgment to such a monstrous degree, as appears in this instance, 
and in many more that will be pointed out. But why, after all, need 
I wonder ? I find evei*y day, by bitter experience, the great weak- 
ness of human nature. It is, indeed j pitiable ; but I hope we may> 
be weafc without being wicked. 

I how resume my argument, that a number of Presbyters in a 
dty, proves that there was more than one congregation. What 
nunjiber of Presbyters there was in Carthage, it is impossible to 
say. Cyprian mentions eight, besides some who had lapsed in 
the persecution. Nor can we tell what number of churches there 
were under Cyprian, their Bishop ; but, we know to a certainty, 
that there was a mirfiber ; for we have, early in the next centuryj 
the very names of .them as mentioned by Victor Vitensis, and 
St. Augustine ;^ and this I think completely does the business 
for congregational episcopacy at Carthage. Besides the Ca- 
thedral called Basilica Major, in '.which the Bishop always sat, 
according to Victor, there were the BasilicAFausti^the Basiliod 
LeontiaTha,'' the BcbsiUca CelerincR^ otherwise called Scijlitano^ 
rum — the BoBiliccL Novarum — the Basilica Petri, besides two 
gr^at churches mention^ by Victor, vithout;the city;, one, 
where St. Cyprian suflfered martyrdom, and the other, in which 
lie was buried, called MappaMa: ' And " I do not question," saya 
Stillingfleet, "there were many others which I have not observed; 
for Victor says, that when Geisericus entered Carthage, he 
fpmid there the Bishop, {quod tmlt Deus^ an^J a very great mul- 
titude of clergy, {^ffuixinian tuljjbamc^ricorvm) allot whcmi he' 
banished." This looks very much like donffreffational Eplsco- 
I^cy, tobesure! ' 
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It is hardly, worth, while to say any thing mote wUh respect to 
the Church of Carthage. There is. ho Wever, one more proomat I 
shall give, of the vast numhor of Christians in that great city. It is 
this : the persecution at Carthage 'was so dreadful, that &t Cy- 

Srian tells us, the number of the lapsed was so great, that every, 
ay thousands of tickets were granted by the martyrs and con- 
fessors^ in their behalf, for reconciliation to the Church ; and in 
one of those tickets, a number of persons might be comprehended, 
the form beifig^-commumcet ille cum suis — ^4et him and his 
friends communicate." 

Notwithstanding these positive proofs, that there were vast 
numbers of Christiaos at Carthage, a large body of clergy, and, 
consequently, a number of churches, several of which have been 
named, you boldly assert, that Uiere was but one congregation 
in that city. Look, Sir, at the sun when it is blazing in the Ar- 
mament, and say it does not shine, and you will come as near to 
the truth as when you say, Cyprian was the Bishop cJf but a 
single congregation. Really, Sir, it answers no purpose to dis- 
pute at this rate ; and I do assure you, that J should not have 
thought it worth whil^ to write a line upon the subject^ were 
people in general acquainted with it ; but there is such a preva- 
lent ignorance, among all denominations, of the merits of this 
cause, and even among Episcopalians, that it is necessary to ad- 
minister an antidote to the poison contained in your book ; espe- 
cially, &3 ft is well gilded, and thereby secured from common 
inspection. I entertain, however,, great hopes, that. our own 
people, at least, will be induced to give this subjiBCt a thorough 
mvestigation, and that the remarks,, and reasonings, and testimo- 
nies, produced in the course of the controversy, will keep them 
from being led astray by your very partial, and very unfair view 
of the question. 

But, perhaps our readers may think, although congregational 
episcopacy was not established at Carthage, yet that it may have 
been>in all other Churdies. as they iind you positively asserting, 
that such was the case. But this assertion, with respect to other 
Churches, is as groundless, as with respect to the Church of 
Carthage. Let us next take a view of the Church of Alexandria,^ 
and see if we can there find congregational episcopacy^ 

Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria in the third century, -speak- 
ing of that city, says, " it was a very great city, and the Greogra- 
pher, published by Gothofred, informs us, that it was an exceed-, 
ing great city ; so.greaS^ that it was past rrien^s compreJien- 
$ion." Ammianus Marcellinus also declares, that " it was the 
top of all cities?^ And for the number of Christians IherCy 
Dionysius says, ^-f in a time of great' persecution, when be was 
banished, he kept i^ the assemUies in the city [by means of his 
Presbyters 5] and at Cephro he had. a large chUrch,^ partly of the- 
Christians of Alexandria who followed him, and partly from 
other places i and when he was removed thence to Collutheon, 
duch Qumbersof Christians locked out of that city, th^t th^^ 



,%i^edotce& to huve- distinct ocmgregfatioiis^^o 'ficrisebHis^ ftlflq« 
aays, thatj *^hi St. Mark's time, the Christians h^d several 
dliurchesin Alexandria,^^ And if in St. Mark's time, we may 
be assured that they were greatly increased in the third century. 
Ilie Niceiie council, y^u knew, was held early in the fonrm 
^entiny, not long after the-timeof Dionysius. What says that 
council > "Xet the old customs be Itept up." What were they ? 
^^Let the Bishop of Alexandria have pow^r over all'* [that is, 
pver all the Bishops of] ^ Egypt, Lybia-, and Pentapolis."^ This 
was, it seems, accof^ing to the old custom,. Now^ was the 
Bishop, of Alexandria a congregational Bishop l-^I need say no 
more about this Church. 

Let.ua next take the Church of Rome tinder our coiMideratl^n, 
and see whether your prospect be any better there. 

Cornelius,. Bishop of that Church, and contemporary with St. 
Cyprian, informs us^ "that he had under him forty-six Ptes- 
byters,' seven Deacons, seven sub-deacons," besides a number of 
attendants of one sort or other, " all necessary," says he, ^[ to 
4iie service of the Church 5 besides widows, impotent and poor, 
above fifteen hundred, and avast innumerable multitude of 
people in it.^^^ We are further told, that "they supported 
many other.churchesin every city, relieving their poor, and main- 
taining their Christian slaves that were condemned to the 
aines."* And Diohysius, of Alexandria, affirms, that " the whole 
country of Arabia, and all the provinces of Syria, were abundantly 
relieved by the Church of Rome alone."' . Now, 1 defy any 
man living, let his ingenuity be what it may, to accommodiEite 
this account to the notion of congregational episcopacy. 

I shall notice but two more Chtirches, and then conclude thiis 
part of the controversy. • 

The first is Che Church of Antioch, even in its infancy. Upon 
the de^ath of St. Stephen, many Christians fled from Jerusalem, 
and some of them coming to Afttioch, we are told, th»i"f^ 
iand of the Lord wds ioith them^ afidfi^reat number believed, 
tmd turned unto the Lord." Upon intelligeneoof this, the sacred 
college of ApOstles at Jerusalem sent Bahiabas to Aiitioch to Im- 
prove this happy opportunity, and (says the text)" " muck peo- 
ple was added to th^ Lord." Further to promote this good work, 
the great Apostle ofthe Gentiles joined Barhabas, and they cofi- 
Unued a' whole year together, teaching much people, " What 
ahsbrv^ of 'Christian 'converts these apostolical labourers made 
in that compass of time, assisted by all that fled thither itotta 
Jerusalem^ besides by the men of Cyprus and Cjnrene,' fellow- 
labourers with them, to. convert the Greeks as well fts Jews to 
tlie faith^ and by the severed inspired prophets so peculiarly noted 

• p £ii79EB. lib. ii. Hist c.\7. q Sec Tati<or on E^. p. M). 

r EvsE». Hi9L Eed. lib. ti. «. 4|. ■ Ibid. lib. iv, c. 33. . 

t|lbid. lib. Til. c» 5. Acta. xi. Ifi . . n V. 31—27. .. 

T Acta xi 20. * J 



• • 



1 



(8 nsvmomr or tbx vatvbm. ^Letter tti. 

to be aiBK»fBt them, I reHer U> th^ eob^ jo^gneot of all who 
know the jQruits of many single sennoiie pfeached by an Apoatle, 
atihe first promulgation of the Gk>8peL Such was the V^ hi- 
laat state of this church of.Antioch ; the oversight whereof , anti- 
quity telle us, th<B great Apostle St. Peter, in a peculiar manner, 
io<^ upon himself, and for six or seven years, at least, made it his 
first and special apostolic see. After him, church liistery ac- 
quaints us with fourteen Bishops, successively there, before tfa^ 
lieretic, Paul of Samosata, was promoted to thai see."^ And of 
that heretical Bishop, Eusebius informs us, that ^^lie sent Pres* 
byters out to preach up his own praises in their sermons to^the 
people."* Let it be remembered, too, that Tertullian has been 
qltoted. Baying, tbai> '^ the Qhristiand were well nigh the greater 
part of every city f and Chrysostom^alculales, that "in the time 
of Ignatius, Antioch contained no leses than two hund/red thou^ 
Sana souls.^^y If, Sir^ you can make out of this, congregational 
episcopacy, I shall -say, you are " a workn^n that ne&ieUt not to 
-be ashamedJ'^ ' - , , . 

The last Cbutch T shall notice, is that of Jerusalem — the mother 
and pattern of all Churches. The state of this Church, both in its 
rise, and in its progress, is accurately described by Dr. Mfiuxipe, 
and, in an abridged maniler, by bishop Skinner^- in his. answ^ to 
CamphelVa Ecclesiastical Ijectures. Itisasibllqws: "In the 
first i^hapter of the Acts, we are told, that the number of the dis- 
ciples' assembled, when Matthias was added to the eleven apos^ 
ties, was about a hundred and twenty ; but these could be only 
a part of the Church, as we are assured that our Lord appeared, 
after, his resurrection, to above five hundred brethren at once ; 
the greater part of whom remained, when St. Paul wrote his first 
Epiistle to the Corinthians. In the second chapter of the Acte, 
we read that there were adde^ unto them about three thousand 
souts, and that, " the Lord was daily adding to the Church such 
as rfiould be saved." If it shall be objected, that of these three 
thousand who were converted on the day of Penteeost, there 
might be a considerable number, who. had come^up from other 
countries to celebrate that bply feast at Jerusdem, it should be 
remembered that they are said to have " continued in- the A^os^ 
tle^s fellowship y and breaking of iyr-eady and prayers^" which, 
as. the Church was then situated, implies that they continued with 
them in Jerusalem, and so became .inhabitante of that city, if 
they were not so before. But should any deduction, be made 
from their numt)er, nothing of that kind, can be pretended in the 
next instance^ for, in the fourth chapterof theAots, we are told, 
that on the preaohiug of Peter and John-, ^* many of them which 
heard the word« believed, and the number <^ the men was about 
five thbusand, . Agaiti, we read in the fifth diapter, that "4)elie*- 
ers Were more added to the-.IjORO, m/uUitudes both of men and 
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women ;" and in the sixth, that " the word of God still increas- 
ed, and the number of the disciples multiplied in Jerusalem 
greatly, and a great company of the priests were obedient to 
Sie faith. In addition to all these successive accounts of the vast 
increase of believers, we are informed in the twenty-first chap- 
ter, that when Paul came up to Jerusalem, and went in to James 
and his Presbyters, " they said unto him, thou seest, brother, 
h>ow many thousands [myriads in the original] there are of 
Jews which believe."* Now, Sir, what number of myriads ou ghf 
there to be to justify the expression, " thou seest, brother, how ' 
many myriads ?" I should think five or six, if even that would 
come up to the words " how many." Mr. M'Leod supposes, that 
there were fifty thousand Christians at Jerusalem,* and I verily 
believe that he is not out of the way. Now, as hey who is a strict 
Presbyterian, and of course no lover of episcopacy, thinks there 
was so great a number there j yet /, who am a>s strict an Episco- 
palian, and, of course, a lov^r of episcopacy, will be more mode- 
rate, and strike off one half the number. How many congrega- 
tions would these twenty-five thousand form, at a time, be it 
remembered, when Christians did not meet in large churches, but 
in private houses, and such places as they could readily com- 
mand ? I should think, that five hundred to a congregation is a 
large allowance, and then we shall have fifty congregations. 
These congregations were blessed with .the ministry of a num- 
ber of Presbyters, who are repeatedly mentioned in the Acts of 
the Apostles; and over these Presbyters, and this numerous body 
of Christians, presided St. James, the Lord's brother. This is 
evident enough from the Scriptures, and the testimony of the 
fathers is in perfect coincidence with them. And can you, Sir, 
with the Bible in your hands, tell your Christian brethren, that 
there was but one congregation at Jerusalem 7 What evidence 
is there for any fact whatever, stronger, and less capable of con- 
tradiction than this? What proof can you desire more decisive 
than what I have given you, thai congregational episcopacy had 
no existence in the primitive ages ? Sir, it is a mere whim, the 
production of that restless, fanatical tribe, that overthrew the 
Church and state of England in the seventeenth century. Calvin, 
knew nothing about it ; he was a Presbyterian, as I supposed 
you were, till I saw your book. Beza knew nothing about it— 
John Knox knew nothing about it. Who did know any thing 
about it, till it was broached by the Congregationalists, near a 
hundred years after the reformation ? I am astonished to find 
you an advocate for a system of church government, different 
from that of the Church to which you belong. Pr^, Sir, who is 
the Bishop of the Presbyterian Church in this city f I know who 
ought to be, if age, and venerableness, and long services, were 
to decide the question. But I am pretty confident, that you will 
not allow that venerable man to be a Bishop. No, Sir, you con- 
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sider liim as your colleague ; but no Bishop in the primitive Churc^ 
ever considered Presbyters as his colleagues. You consider 
yourself as his equal in every thing relating to the Church ; and, 
therefore, upon your own principle, for you allow a Bishop to 
have some superiority over his Presbyters, your Church is not 
founded upon the apostolical plan. You are not the first that 
opposed the government of the Church to which he belonged. 
Ih". CampbeU did the same. While a minister of the Church 
of Scotland, and holding one of the most dignified, lucrative 
stations under its est^iblishment, he was teaching his pupils to 
despise its government, and to adopt a system, which, if carried 
into effect, would totally overthrow it. You, indeed, differ in one 
particular from him. He was an enemy to ruling elders ; you 
are an advocate for them. But this difference does not essen- 
tially affect the main point — congregational episcopacy. Your 
scheme has a dash of Presbyterianism in it — his wants that 
ornamental circumstance ; but which of the two is the better, 
I shall leave to the taste of our readers to decide. 

In my next letter, I shall examine those facts, as you are 
pleased to call them, which you adduce in favour of congrega- 
tional episcopacy. 



LETTER IV. ' 

• 

ttsv. Sir : 

I COME now to examine what you call facts in favour of 
congregational episcopacy, 

Y'qu say,* " the first fact is, the great number of Bishops, which 
ecclesiastical historians inform us, were found in early periods 
of the Church, within several districts of country. Eusebius 
tells us, that about the year 260, when Gallienus was emperor, 
Paul, Bishop of Antioch, began to oppose the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ. A council was immediately called at An- 
tioch, to consider and judge of Paul's heresy. Dionysius, Bishop 
of the Church of Alexandria, being invited, came to this council j 
and the historian, after mentioning six conspicuous names, adds, 
* It would be no wise difficult to enumerate six hundred other 
Bishops, who all flowed together to that place.' "—I am really, 
Sir, surprised at your inaccuracy. Eusebius, instead of telling 
us that Dionysius wa^s there, tells us quite the contrary, that 
he was not there ; being detained by age and infirmities.^ He 
sent his opinion in writing, and died soon after, in the twelfth 
year of Gallienus, having been Bishop of Alexandria seventeen 
years. I do not notice this inaccuracy because it is of any con* 
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sequence to the dispute ; but merely to show that it Is necessary 
to be on one's guard, and not implicitly to subscribe to what you 
are pleased to call facts. 

The learned Bingham; in his Antiquities of the Church,* has 
given us the Notitia, or geographical description of the ancient 
bishoprics, as first made by the order of Leo Sapiens, about the 
year 891 . Run your eye over that Notitia, and you will see what 
vast territories it comprehends — the whole of the present Turk- 
ish empire, and a great deal more. That great antiquary has 
also given us a view of the sees of Egypt, of all Africa, and of 
Europe, with as much accuracy as can reasonably be expected, 
on a subject of this nature. The Notitia of the dioceses iii the 
Greek empire is the most correct ; and it affords ample proof, 
that if the council of Antioch was composed of none but Bishops 
from the Asiatic and Grecian dioceses, there was rdom sufficient 
for double the number of Bishops that attended that council. The 
ancient sees were not, I believe, as large as many in modern 
times ; yet there was a number -of large ones. Bingham says,** 
" The ancient Church had many small dioceses, as well as large 
ones, particularly in Italy, where many were not above hve or 
six miles from one another, and not above ten or twelve miles 
in extent," He adds, " There are now a great many such dioceses 
in Italy, in the realm of Naples, where the whole number is a 
hundrea and forty-seven ; twenty of which are archbishoprics; 
Jind some of them so small as not to have any diocese beyond 
the walls of the city. And there are some dioceses at present 
in the southern parts of France, which, I am told, do not very 
much exceed that proportion, The bishopric of the Isle of Man 
has now but seventeen parishes; and in Bede's time, the whole 
island had but three or four hundred families." It is evident 
from all this, that arguing from two or three of the primitive 
councils being composed of five or six hundred Bishops, in 
favour of congregational episcopacy, is extremely fallacious, and 
entitled to no kind of regard ; particularly, when the almost 
irresistible evidence which has been adduced for diocesan epis- 
copacy, is contrasted with it. 

But this is not all. This matter is reduced by Bingham to a 
still greater degree of precision, in his view, of the African dio- 
ceses.« In the whole extent of that country, from the borders of 
Egypt to the western part of the peninsula, comprehending a 
length of two thousand three hundred and sixty miles, and a 
breadth in some places, of two hundred, in others of five hundred 
miles, there were but four hundried and sixty-six dioceses, as 
appears, sajrs my author, from the Collation of Carthaffe, the 
Abstract of St. Austin, and the Notitia of the African Church, 
made about fifty years after Austin's death, and published by 
Sirmond. So that the African Church, which, according to 

Baxter, was, in St. Cyprian's time, the best ordered of any Church 
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in the world, had dioceses of large extent. Dr. Maurice says, that 
one with another, they may be reckoned to contain three or four 
score towns and villages. We know that St. Austin's diocese of 
Hippo, was above forty miles long ; for he himself tells us. that 
Fessala, a place in his diocese, was forty miles distant from Hippo. 
We/&lso know, that in Tripolis, one of the six provinces of the 
Roman Africa, there were but five Bishops. This we learn from 
thecanonsof the African councils, and from the ancient Notitia of 
that Church, which names the five sees. " So that," says Bing- 
ham, " whether we compare the whole extent and dimensions 
of Africa, with the number of dioceses contained therein, or 
consider any particular province or diocese by itself, it plainly 
appears, that every Bishop had a city, and a region, or large 
territory, for his diocese. Does this look like congregationad 
episcopacy 1 

But now comes the grand and mortal blow to diocesan epis- 
copacy, " Dalmatius, the Bishop of Cyzicum, who assisted at 
the general council of Ephesus, against the Nestorians, told the 
Emperor that there were six thousand Bishops in the council, 
who opposed Nestor ius." This, Sir, carries improbability upon 
the very face of it. Six thousand Bishops ! . In the name oif com- 
XQon sense, what building could have afforded accommodations 
for such a multitude 1 In the name of common sense, what 
business could have been carried on without confusion, and end- 
less altercation ? Sir, the thing is incredible. At least, when 
you give us such an extraordinary piece of information, you 
ought, also, to give us your author. Are you ashamed of him 7 
If not, why do you not mention him 7 Surely we are entitled 
to your authority for what you assert. Who is this Dalmatius 
that told the Emperor this wonderful story ? Did he ever write 
- any thing ? If he were an author of any note, we should cer- 
tainly find him in Mosheim, or in Cave's Literary History. I 
have looked into both, but cannot find any such name : but I can 
^ell you, Sir, what I have found in the latter ; — ^that this same 
council of Ephesus consisted of no more than two hundred 
Bishops, or thereabouts.^ Dupin also says, " The condemna- 
tion of Nestorius was pronounced by two hundred Bishops, or 
thereabouts."^ This is much more probable than the account 
you have given us. There never was a council that consisted of 
half the number of Bishops. The largest upon record, I believe, 
is the second ojf Chalcedon, in the year 451. That is said to 
have consisted of between six and seven hundred Bishops ; and 
that number the Eastern empire alone could have furnished with 
a great deal of ease, and the Bishops be, at the same time, the 
governors of pretty extensive dioceses ; as, I think, has been made 
out very evidently. 

f Ephesinum lam. Occumenicum Sum. Theodosii Imp Jussu, a cc circiter 
Episcopis, anno 431, prozimi post festum Pentecostes, in Eicclesia B. Marig^ 
cedebratum. Lit. Hist. A pretty large church, to hold six thousand people { 
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I have but one observation more to make upon this Dalma- 
tian tale. It is this : It is universally aeknowleaged by the most 
learned Presbyterian writers, that dioeesan episcopacy existed 
in the* Church long before the fourth century. Now it is a very 
extraordinary things that you should believe, and want 3rour 
readers to believe, such a story from, no one ^nows who, when 
no mortal pretends to contest the point for one nundred and fifty 
years before that period. IJow is this 1 Have you discoveredf, 
what no body else ever discovered, that diocesan episcopacy 
was unknown in the Christian world, in the fourth century? 
Will you maintain that point ? I have a right to call upon you 
to be explicit. If you will not commit yourself on that ground, 
then why do you adduce such a silly tale, to prove what you do 
not think tenable '^ Sir, this is not treating t^5,nor your " Chris^ 
^ian brethren," fairly. Numbers will be misled by your positive, 
yet groundless assertions ; and when the mind once becomes- 
perverted, it is nqt an easy matter to reclaim it. Those who 
cannot examine for themselves, generally trust to those, of whose 
abilities and integrity they have a good opinion*; hence, there 
should be the utmost caution in asserting facts, and the utmost 
fairness and candour in exhibiting the evidence for them. All 
this, no doubt, you mean to observe ; bi\t, notwithstanding, I 
have given some sad specimens of gross misrepresentation. 

The next fact which you produce, is much of a piece with the 
last ; and I do not know but of the two, the more ridiculous, 
You say, " We are told by Archbishop Usher, and other eccle- 
siastical historians, that Patrick, the Apostle of Ireland, who 
went thither about the year 432, founded in that island three 
hundred and sixty-fivfe churches, ordained over them the same 
number of Bishops, and also ordained for these churches three 
thousand Elders." And, in a note, you observe, " This single fact, 
so well authenticated, is little short of demonstration, that primitive 
episcopacy was parochial, and not diocesan.'" Here I must 
'lay down my pen, and breathe a little — this is too much for me. 
Well, Sir, we have, it seems, according to this story, St. Patrick, 
who lived in the fifth century, when aU our adversaries acknow-, 
ledge diocesan episcopacy was universal, and who was also 
made a Bishop of thai kind by Pope Celestine, converting the 
Irish, and planting among them Presbyterian parity. I shsdl 
not think it incredible, after this, should I hear of the Presbyter, 
rian missionaries planting episoopacy among the Indians whom 
they convert, nor of Episcopal missionaries planting a Presby- 
teriaii regime^ among them. We have seen, m our day, strange 
inversions in the political world ; why not also in the ecclesias^ 
tical ? The thing is not physically impossible, it must be con-s 
fessed, however unanswerable the moral arguments may be. 
But let us leave a priori reaSsoning, and come to the evid^Qp^ pf 
the fact. * 

What says Mosihelm upon this subject? '^Patrick brought 
oyer ^reat numbers of th^ Ii[ish to the Cbfist^ region, ^ 
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founded, in the year 472, the Archbishopric of Armagh, which 
has ever since remained the Metropolitan see of the Irish na- 
tion." '^ This testimony is confirmed by the authority of Pros- 
per, which is decisive upon this point. Here now is a curiosity, 
nuper inventum, et ante hcBC tempora inauditum-^vai Arch- 
bishop presiding over three hundred and sixty-five Presbyteridji 
Bishops, and three thousand Elders, some preaching and 
some ruling Elders! And this Archbishop establishing this 

.regimen, under the direction of the Roman Pontiff! To propose 
this, is to set common sense at defiance. " But does not Usher 
say this, or something like ?" No, Sir, he says no such thing, 
nor any thing like it. But if he did, what is his authority? All 
that he knew about the ancient Irish Church, he derives from 
some fragments of the lives of some Irish Bishops, which he too 
hastily adopted, for the purpose of proving -that Palladius was 
not the first Bishop of Ireland. " But," says the learned trans- 
lator of Mosheini, " it has been evidently proved, among others, 
by Bollandus, that these fragments are of no earlier date than 
the twelfth century, and are besides, the most of them fabulous." 
We have no records of the Church of Ireland before the twelfth 
century^ upon which we can place the least depend ance. Bing- 
ham observes, that " the accounts are so uncertain and dark, 
that Car>olus a sancto Paulo does not pretend to give any other 
-Catalogue of them, but what he has from Camden and the Pro- 
vinciale Romanum, both of which are modern accounts. 
These catalogues take notice of four archbishoprics in Ireland, 
which number of Metropolitical sees was first introduced by 
Pope Eugenius, in the year 1151. Yet, because we have no 
catalogues of Irish dioceses older or more authentic than these, 
it will not be amiss to insert thera." .He then gives Camden's 
list, which amounts to four Archbishops, and fifty-two Suffra- 
gans, and afterwards that of the Provinciale Romanum, published 
by Carolus a sancto Paulo, which makes the same number of 
Archbishops, but increases the Suffragans'to fifty-three. *^ This 

\seems," says Bingham, " to have been the greatest number of 
Bishops that Ireland ever had since it was a Christian nation. 
For as to the pretence of some modern writers, that there were 
at one time no less than three hundred and sixty-five Bishops 
ordained by St. Patrick, it is solidly refuted by Dr. Maurice, 

' who shows plainly, that the story is not to be understood of so 
many Bishops at once, but of that number in the reign of four 
kings successively, and in the compass of one hundred years; 
which any one that carefully reads Bishop Usher's Antiquities, 
whence the ground of ,the story is fetched, will easily discern. 
And it is no hard matter to conceive, then, how there might he 
three hundred and fifty ; or, as Nennius tells the story, three 
hundred and sixty-five Bishops in the compass of a whole cen- 
tury, though there were not above fifty or threescore at- one 
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time living together."' I think your well authenticated fact i» 
now completely annihilated. 

Another of your facts to prove congregational episcopacy, • 
is, the manner in which the Bishop and his clergy sat in the 
church. Sir, I am tired of your facts. They are either so little 
to the purpose,- or so totally groundless, that they should not 
have had a moment's consideration from me, were it not that I 
am confident persons of little reaching, and less thinking, will he 
led into error by them. But this last fact is so much below 
even your standard of facts, that I think it hardly worth while 
to take notice of it. 

Pray, Sir, were there no particular occasions when the Bishop 
required the aid of a number of his Presbyters? No ordinations'? 
No confirmations in the Cathedral Church ? No diocesan con- 
ventions 7 How strangely inadvtertent must you have been to 

. these circumstances, when you urged such a shadow in favour 
of your hypothesis ! Who would suppose, that a semicircle of 
seats in Trinity Church for the Bishop's Presbyters, would af- 
ford to a disputant in some future day, an argument against 

, diocesan episcopacy in, this state? Your cause must really be 
in great want of support, when you are obliged to have recourse 
to such trifles. 

Your last fact is as follows : " The early writers represent the 
Bishop as living in the same house with his Presbyters or - 
Elders — a house near the place of worship, to which they 
resorted, and capable of accommodating them all." Here, asr 
usual, you take care not to tell us who those early writers are, 
or how early they are ; that would, perhaps, have diminished 
the weight of the evidence. And you also state the case in such 
a manner, that your readers who know no better, would sup- 
pose that it was the universal practice. Let us for a moment 

'Suppose this to have been the case. Take an instance in the 
third century. It is certain that Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, 
had forty- six Presbyters under him. Now, you know very 
well, that clergymen generally marry, and that they have as 
many children as other folks. I doubt whether there is one 
clergyman in twenty that does not marry ; but say, if you please, 
one in ten. Cornelius, then, must have had upwards of forty 
married Presbyters, with their wives and children, in the same 
house with him. You cannot reckon less than three children 
to a family; so there must have been upwards of eighty men 
and women, and of a hundred and twenty children in the same 
house with Bishop Cornelius. Mercy on the man ! He must 
have had a shocking time of it. If he had nothing else to in- 
duce him to wish for martyrdom, than to get rid of such a tor- 
menting scene, I should not much blame him. No, Sir, this is 
too ridiculous for any man to believe. The fact was, that in 
the latter part of the fourth century, when the spirit of monl^ery 
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be^^an to pretail, tfiere were a few associations of that kind. 
Those dergyinen, of course, did not marry ; nor could they 
have been flie clergy of the country. « But," says Binffham, 
•* this they did not by any general canon, but only upon choice, 
<w particular combination and agreement, in some particular 
Churches. As Sozomen notes it to have been the custom at 
Rinocorura, in Egypt, and Possidius affirms the same of the 
Cathedral Church of St Austin.'** But this must be confined 
to the city Presbyters, as that Bishop's diocese extended to Fes- 
sala, forty miles from Hippo. And thus we see to what the sum 
toted of your facts amounts. 

I have now, if I do not deceive myself, fully answered your 
proofs from facts, that congregational episcopacy was the gov- 
ernment of the Church in the third and fourth centuries ; and 
have also given proof enough to an impartial mind, from the 
circumstance of a Bishop's having a number of Presbyters, and 
churches, and thbusands of Christians under his government, 
that he was a proper diocesan. But I shall not leave the mat- 
ter here — I have a vast collection of proofs, of every possible 

■* kind, now lying before me, in Sage's Cyprianic Age ; which 
proofs, I inform you, once for all, I shall take the liberty of bor- 
rowing, so far as will answer my purpose. 
i. First, then: It cannot be contradicted that Cyprian was Bishop 
of Carthage, and that he had a number of Presbyters under him, 
contradistinguished from the Bishop and Deacons; — Priests^ 
in the language then current — not ruling Elders, but such as 
laboured in the word an^ sacraments — such as were honoured 
with the divine Priesthood — such as were constituted in the 
clerical ministry — who attended the Altar, and offered up the 
public prayersJ — Such as, in the time of persecution, went to the 
prisons, and ffave the Holy Eucharist to the Confessors,^ 
In a word, such as were joined with the Bishop in the sacerdo- 
tal honour,'' Such were the Presbyters of St. Cyprian's Church ; 
" For," says Sage, " as to your Lay-Elders, your Ruling, con- 
tradistinct from Teaching Presbyters, now so much in vogue^ 
there is as profound a silence of them in St. Cyprian'^ worics and 
time, as there is of the solemn league and covenant, An(J 
yet, considering how much he has left upon record about the 
governors, the government, and the discipline of the Church, if 
there had been any such Presbyters, it is next to a miracle, that 
he should not so much as once have mentioned them."° 

2. Let the Presbyters of a Church be ever so numerous, and 
the number of the laity ever so great, the Bishop's authority and 
pastoral relation extended to all. The Church was compared to 

' a ship, and the Bishop was the masterp-^he was the father y 
and all the Christians within his district were his children-rrl^ 
was the governor, the rector y the head^ the judgCy 'w, ajfl spi- 

k Antiq. YoL I. p. 195. 1 Sp. i. p. 1. m Ibid. t. p. 11. 
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ritual matters within his diocese.i He was the chief pastor, 
and Presbyters were pastors in subordination to him. 

Let us now try if we can ascribe these characters to the Mode- 
rator of a Presbytery. A Presbyterian, Moderator, as sttch, ia 
no Church Governor at all ; but a Bishop, a^* such, was chief 
pastor, judge, head] master, rector, governor, of all the Chris- 
tians within his diocese. A Presbyterian Moderator, as such, 
has no direct, immediate, formal relation to the people, but only 
to the Presbytery. He is the mouth, and keeps order in manag- 
ing the affairs of the Presbytery, not of the Church, or rather 
churches, within the bounds of that Presbytery ; but a Bishop 
in St. Pyprian's time, was a different thing — his prelacy related 
to the laity, as well as to the clergy. If, Sir, you can reconcile 
these things, you are the first man I have ever met with, who 
can reconcile contradictions. But, 

3. It was a maxim in the Cyprianic age, that there could 
be but one- Bishop at once in a Church. Upon this principle, 
Cyprian repeatedly reasons against schism, as you may see by 
consQlting the references at the bottom of the page." But, upon 
your principle, there were as many Bishops as there wer<^ 
churches. There must have been at least eight at Carthage, 
forty-six at Rome, and a number, more or less, in all the great 
Churches, in which, I have shown, there was a plurality of 
Presbyters; and each of these Bishops, according to your 
scheme, had a number of Elders, some preaching and some 
■ruling Elders. Nothing can be more opposite than these two 
plans of ecclesiastical regimen. 

Nor was this principle of one Bishop to a Church, although 
that Church was composed of a great number of churches, 
peculiar to St. Cyprian. Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, insists on 
it in his Epistle to Fabius, and severely censures Novatianus 
for acting contrary to it. And when Maximus, Urbanua, &c. 
deserted Novatianus, and returned to Cornelius' communion, 
they made a solemn confession, that upon that maxim they 
ought to have considered Novatianus as a false and schismatical 
Bishop. "We know," sa}^' they, ^ "that Cornelius was, chosen 
Bishop of the most holy Catholic Church, by the Omnipotent 
God, and Our Lord Jesus Christ. We confess our error; 
we were imposed upon. For we are not ignorant that ^here is 
one God — one Christ, one Lord, whom we have confessed — 
One Holy Ghost ; and that there ought to be but one Bishop 
in a Catholic Church ;"' that is, at once^ of one Church or city. 

4. When a see was canonically vacant, an election was 
made, differently, indeed, as to the mode, in different Churches. 
*rhe Bishops of the province, at least a number of them, met, 
for the purpose of ordaining the Bishop elect. His orders, as a 
Presbyter, were not sufficient ; he received a new ordination, 

q Gubemator: paaaim. Rector: Ep. 59. Caput Ep. 45. Judex: Ep. 59. 
f EpUtlea 85, 44, 45, 46, 59, 61, 68, 69, and Un. Ecclea, p, HO. s ^p. 49, 
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Thus, Cyprian was first a Presbyter, and afterwards ordained 
Bishop of Carthage, according to his Deacon Pontius, Eusebiuf*, 
and Jerome.' Thus, Cyprian tells us, that ** Cornelius had 
advanced, gradually, through all the inferior stations;"" and, 
consequently, had been a ftesbyter before he was a Bishop. 
Yet we find, when he was promoted to the see of Rome, he was 
ordained by sixteen Bishops.' Thus we find, also, in the pro- 
motion of Sabinus to the bishopric from which Basilides had 
ikllen. that he was ordained by the imposition of the hands of 
the Bishops present.^ Thus, Fortunatus, Achimnius, Optatus, 
Privatianus, Donatulus, and Felix, six Bishops, ordained a 
Bishop at Capsis.* " Nay," says Sage, " this necessity of a new ' 
ordination for raising one to the episcopal power, was so 
notorious then, that the schismatics themselves believed it indis- 
pensable ; and, therefore, Novatianus, though formerly a Pres- 
b3rter, (as Cornelius expressly says, in his epistle to Fabius,) 
when he contended with Cornelius for the Chair of Rome, that 
he might have the show, at least, of a canonical ordination, 
got three inconsiderate Bishops to come to the city, and^then 
forced them to give him the episcopal commission, by an imor- 
f^inary and vain imposition of hands, as Cornelius expresses 
It' 'Tnus, also, when Fortunatus, one of the five Presbyters, who 
joined with the schismatical Felicissimus against St. Cyprian, 
set himself up as an anti-bishop at Carthage, he was ordained by 
Jive false Bishops,' 

Now, Sir, try if you can reconcile all this with the notion of 
a Presbyterian Moderator. What need was there for sixteen 
Bishops, that is, sixteen Moderators, to meet at Rome, to conduct 
the election of a Moderatpr 7 Could not the Presbytery of Rome 
have chosen their own Moderator, without the trouble or the 
inspection of so many Moderators of other Presbyteries ? Again : 
What necessity was there for a new ordination for constituting 
one a Moderator of a Presbytery 7 I have never heard of any 
ceremony in your .Presbyteries on such an occasion ; to be sure, 
not that of ordaining. And if they must have had an ordination, 
why could not the forty-six Presbyters at Rome have done the 
business, without sending for sixteen neighbouring Moderators ? 
Sir ! Sir ! this is far, very far below men of sense. It is, to 
speak plainly, t?ie very mystery of ridiculousness, 

I have now proved, I tnink, to a moral certainty, that epis- 
copacy, in the age of Cyprian, was of the diocesan kind ; and 
that congregational episcopacy is at irreconcileable variance 
with all the documents of that age, so far as I have adduced 
them. I have shown, with a force of evidence that appears to 
me to be next to irresistible, that Bishops had, in the third cen- 
tury, a number of Presbyters, and thousands of ChristianSy and, 
consequently, numerous congregations, under their spiritual 
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jurisdiction, and that when they were raised to ^' the sublime top 
of the priesthood /'[^ocercfo^u svMime fastigiuTo] as Cyprian 
speaks, it was done, not hy election only, but by a new imposi- 
tion of hands, or new ordination, by a number of Bishops belong* 
ing to the province. This, of course, designated him to a higher 
sphere ; invested him with superior powers to those which he 
possessed while a Presbyter. I shall now show what those 
superior powers were ; and this being done, I think the question,' 
BO far as relates to the third century, will be completely settled. 

1. The Bishop had the sole power of confirmation. For this 
we have St. Cyprian's express testimony, in his epistle to Jubai- 
anus. It was the custom " to offer such as w^re baptized to the 
Bishops, thatj by their prayers, and the laying on of their hands, 
they might receive the Holy Ghost, and be consummated by 
the sign of our Lord." And he expressHy founds this practice, 
as, after him, Jerome did, upon Acts viii. 14, &c.* Cornelius 
also, in his epistle to Fabius, makes it an argument against Nova- 
tianus, that though he was baptized, yet he was not confirmed 
by the Bishop.** Firmilian also, in his epistle to Cyprian 
says, " The Elders" (meaning the Bishops) " who govern the 
Church, possess the power of baptisn^, confirmation, and ordina- 
tion."* 

2. The Bishop had the sole power of ordination. No ordina- 
tion could be performed without him ; but he alone could do it. 
It is true, St. Cyprian generally did, and every prudent Bishop 
generally wUl, consult the clergy that are within his caU ; and 
will not introduce among them men of whom they disapprove. 
But there is no obligation to this, but what arises from expedi- 
ency. This was evidently .St. Cyprian's sentiment and practice. 
In his d8th epistle, having, in the place of his retirement, ordained 
Aurelius a reader in the Church, he acquaints his Presbyters 
and Deacons with it. He begins his letter thus : " In all ecclesi- 
astical ordinations, most dear brethren, I used to consult you 
before hand, and to examine the manners and nierits of every ^ 
one with common advice."** In this instance he had deviated 
from his common practice, which shows that he had the powef 
and the right of doing so whenever he thought proper ; and this 
right he had in all ordinations ; for he speaks indefinitely, in 
clericis ordinationihus. We have another testimony to the 
same purpose in his 41st epistle, in which we are informed, that 
he had deputied two Bishops, Caldonius and Herculanus, and 
two of his Presbyters, Rogatianus and Numidicus, " to examine 
the ages, qualifications, and merits of some in Carthage, that he, 
whose province it was to prom^ote men to eccles^iasticdl offices^ 
might be well informed abiout them, and promote none but such 
as were meek, humble, and worthy."* This is a striking testi- 
mony ; for he speaks of all orders, without exception j and of 

a Ep. 73. b Apud EusXB. Ecclu. Ei»t. lib. vi. c. 43. 

« JS^. 75. d Ep, 38. • £p, 41. 



60 TllSTlMONT OF TBE FATHERS. [ Letter IV. 

himself in the singular nuinber ; and founds that power upon 
his having the government of the Church committed to him/ 

A third testimony you will find in his "^Sd epistle, written to 
"Stephen, Bishop of Rome. It runs thus : " By common consent 
and authority, dear brother, we tell you farther^ that if any 
iPresbyters, or Deacons, who have either been ordamed before in 
the Catholic Church, and have afterwards turned perfidious, and 
rebellious against the Church, or have been promoted by a pro- 
fane ordination, in a state of schism, by false Bishops, and Anti- 
christs against our Lord's institution ; that such, if they should 
return, shall only be admitted to lay-communion." From this 
testimony it appears, 1. That all ordinations of Presbyters, as 
well as Deacons, were performed by Bishops. 2. That the 
power of ordaining was so universally acknowledged to belong 
to Bishops, and to them only, that even the schismatics them- 
selves observed the common rule. They would not, by departing 
from it, subject their ordinations to the charge of invalidity. 

We have another proof of this point in Cornelius' letter to 
Fabius, Bishop of Antioch. He says, Novatianus was ordained 
a Presbyter, merely by the favour of the Bishop of Rome ; that 
all the clergy, and many of the people opposed it ; yet, notwith- 
standing, he ordained him ; promising, however, that he would 
not make a precedent of it;* • 

Thus, Sir, we have ample proof, that a Bishop, in the age of 
St. Cyprian, had the sole power of ordination. 

There is another very important point, in which Bishops were 
superior to Presbyters, and that is, the supreme power of the 
keys. No man could be admitted into the Church, nor excom- 
municated, nor absolved, nor restored to comniunion, if the 
Bishop refused to concur. Neither could any ecclesiastical law 
be madCj nor rescinded, nor dispensed with, without his consent 
All discipline in the Church depends upon the sacraments, and 
neither sacrament could be administered without authority and 
allowance from him. Of this, we have full proof in the works of 
that holy martyr. Let one sufiice. 

It was a question much agitated in his day, whether baptism, 
performed by heretics, or schismatics, was valid. St. Cyprian 
maintained, that it was riot. Now, Sir, consider his reasoning. 
" It is manifest," says he, " where, and by whom, the remission 
of sins can be given, which is given in baptism. For our 
Lord gave first to Peter — that power, that whatsoever he should 
loose on earth, should be loosed in heaven ; and after his 
resurrection, he gave it. to his Apostles, when he said, o^ my 
Father hath sent me, ^c. Whence we learn, that none can 
baptize authoritatively but the Bishops, and those who are founded 
in the evangelical law, and our Lord's institution. Further, 
dearest brother, we want not divine warrant for it, when we say, 
that God hath disposed all things by a certain law, and a proper 

f See Cyprianie AgCj p. 40. g Eubsb. Bigt. lab. vl e. 49. 
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ordinance; and that none can usurp any thing against the 
Bishops, all being subject to them. For Corah, Datban, and 
Abiram, attempted to assume to themselves a privilege of sacri- 
ficing against Moses and Aaron the Priest, and they were 
punished for it, because it. was unlawful."** Now, wbgitever you 
may think of the force of Cyprian's argument, that baptism, 
performed by heretics, or schismatics, was not valid, because not 
done by the Bishop, or with his allowance ; certain it is, that he 
argues upon a universally received principle in his time, that . 
none but Bishops, and those to whom they gave authority, nad a 
right to baptize : Firmilian has been already quoted to the same 
purpose. And Fortunatus, Bishop of Thuchaboris, in his suffrage 
at the council of Carthage, expressly says, " Jesus Christ, our 
Lord and God, built his Church upon a rock, and not upon 
heresy, and gave the power of baptizing to Bishops, and not to 
heretics," &c.* This alsq was the opinion of TertuUian and 
Ignatius, as we shall see in due time. 

2. In the age of Cyprian, the Bishop had equal power with 
respect to the holy Eucharist. No Presbyter, within his diocese, 
could administer it but in subordination to him. The testimonies 
to this purpose are too numerous to be repeated. Take two or 
three. In his sixteenth epistle, directed to his Presbyters and 
Deacons, he resents, in strong terms, the conduct of some of the 
former, who had admitted the lapsed to the !l^ucharist without his 
permission. " Such," says he, '* deny me the honour of which, 
by divine right, I am possessed," &c. The 15th, 16th, and 17th 
epistles are to the same purpose. And in his 59th epistle, he has 
these words : " Is glory given to God when . . . Presbyters, con- 
temning and trampling on their Bishops, should preach peace 
with deceiving words, and give the communion," &c. 

I will add one testimony which relates to lx)th the sacraments. 
It is in the 69th epistle, written to Magnus. His design is to 
represent the atrocious guilt of schism and the wretched condi- 
tion of schismatics. Amongst other arguments, he uses the 
following ; " Corah, Dathan, and Abiram, were of the same 
religion of which Moses and Aaron were, and served the same 
God. But, because they transgressed the limits of their own 
stations, and usurped a power of sacrificing in opposition to 
Aaron- the Priest, they were punished in a miraculous manner; 
neither could their sacrifices \)e valid or profitable. Yet these 
men had made no schism ; they had not departed from the 
tabernacle, nor raised another altar, which now the .schismatics 
do," (^meaning the Novatians^) " who, deriding the Church, and 
rebellmg against peace and unity, are bold to constitute an 
[episcopal] chair, and assume to themselves a primacy, [an 
episcopal authority ,J and a power of baptizing^ and offering,^^ 
that is, of celebratmg the holy Eucharist.)" More testimonies 
might be produced, but surely they are needless. 

h Ep. 73. I Cfm<. Carih. Suff. 17. • k Ep. 69. 
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And now, having made it fully appear, that a Bishop in 8t. 
Cyprian's time presided over many Presbyters and nmnerous 
congregations — ^that he was raised to tht top of the priesthood^ 
as the pious Bishop expressed himself, by a Tiew ordination, his 
orders to the presbyterate being insufficient — ^that he had the 
sole power of ordaining and confirming, and the supreme power 
of the ke3rs, no Presbyter having the right to administer the 
sacraments but in subordination to him ; it follows irresistibly , 
and beyond the least possibility of a reply, that a Bishop, in the 
third century, was superior in dignity^ in power , in order ^ to a 
Presbyter. I have now nothing more to do, but to show that 
St. Cyprian and his contemporaries did believe this superiority of 
Bishops to be by divine institution* But with this I shall begin 
my next letter* 



LETTER V. 

Rev. Sir : 

I AM now to shoWj that St. Cyprian and his contemporaries, 
believed that episcopacy, which has been fully proved to be 
diocesan^ is a divine institution. One may fill a volume with 
testimonies to this purpose. Let a few suffice. 

Cyprian, in his address to Fortunatus^ says, that " the people 
are hy God committed to the Bishop's care."* In his discourse 
at the opening of the council at Carthage, he says, " that our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and he alone, has power of setting Bishops 
over the Church to govern it." He says to Cornelius, that " if 
the courage of Bishops be shaken, and they shall yield to the 
temerity of wicked schismatics, there will then be an end of the 
episcopal authority, and the sublime and divine power of govern- 
ing the Church."*' And in the same epistle, he says, that " Christ 
constitutes, as well as protects Bishops." In his Epistle to 
Florentins Pupianus, he says, that " it is God that makes 
Bishops," and that " it is by the divine appointment a Bishop 
is set over the Church."* This, Sir, is but a small part of what 
might be produced ; but I think it is quite sufficient to prove, 
that Cyprian believed episcopacy to be a divine institution. 

Let us now see what his contemporaries say. In the council 
of Carthage, which was holden in the year 256, Fortunatus 
a ThUchabori, Yenantius a Tinisa, and Clarus a Muscula, 
eirpressly say, that " our Lord left the care of his spouse to the 
Bishops." And we may reasonably believe, that all the other 
Bishops of the council were of the same opinion with these three, 
and with St. Cyprian, their president ; especially when we con* 

a De Exhort. Martyr, p. 167. b Ep. £9. c Ep. 66. 



Letter V. ] testimony of the fathers. 53 

aider, that it is fully attested by other African Synods, as appears 
from their synodical epistles. Thils : the 57th amon^ St, Cy* 
prian's, is a synodical epistle^ written by forty Bishops, in the 
year 252. In that, they consider themselves as Christ's Gene^ 
ralSy having a commission froin, heaven to animate his soldiers 
under their command — ^as " the pastors to whom the sheep are 
entrusted by the chief shepherd." The 61st seems to be another 
synodical epistle, congratulating Dacius upon his return to the 
see of Rome. In that, we have Bishops of divine ordination. 
The 67th was written by thirty-seven Bishops, giving their 
resolution of the case proposed to them, concerning Martialis 
and Basilides^ two Spanish Bishops, who had lapsed in the 
persecution. Now the divine right of episcopacy runs through 
the whole epistle. I will not givie you the contents of it,, but 
refer you to the epistle itself for your satisfaction. The 70th 
is another synodical epistle, signed by thirty-two Bishops, in 
which they expressly say, that " it was by the divine vouch- 
safement, that they administered God's priesthood in his Church*" 
The 72d is another synodical epistle, written to Stephen, Bishop 
of Rome, in which it is expressly affirmed, that the episcopal 
authority is of divine appointment; and that the one altar. 
(which is a figure for the Bishop's contmunion,) is divine ; and 
that the setting up of other altars in opposition to it, or inde- 
pendant on it, is to counteract a divine ordinance. Nothing can 
be more expressive of the belief of that council 

Here, then, we have the opinion of, perhaps, all the Bishops, 
certaiidy of a great majority of them, in Mauritania and Numidia, 
that episcopacy is a divine institution ; and, I think, nobody can, 
with any show of reason, doubt, that they were full as able to 
give a correct opinion upon this subject as the same number of 
our adversaries are in the present day. Had they given an 
opinion upon a point of doctrine, we should not be under any 
obligation to acquiesce in it, unless it was well supported by 
Scripture proof, upon sound principles of interpretation ; but 
here is an opinion concerning a matter of fact, which is the same 
as a testimony, to that fact, that Christ, by his Apostles, did 
appoint an order of ministers in his Church, superior to Pres- 
byters ; and to that order was committed the government, in all 
spiritual matters, of both ministers and people, 

To these testimonies from the African Bishops, may be added 
those of Cornelius, the clergy, and the people of Rome. Let us 
begin with the testimony of those Roman confessors, who had 
Joined in the schism of Novatianus, but soon became sensible of 
their fault, and returned to the communion of the Church. 
CorneUus, satisfied of the sincerity of their penitence, oonvenea 
his Presbyters, before whom the associates of Novatianus make 
the following confession : '^ We know that Cornelius is chosen 
Bishop of this ipost holy catholic Church, by the Omnipotent 
God and by our Lord Christ : we confess our error. We 
hf^ve been imposed upoi^-^we have be^n ^JOKUSi^ \>Y tr^her^ 
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and ensnaring talk. For we are not ignorant that there is one 
God, and one Lord Christ, whom we have confessed, and one 
Holy Ghost ; and that there ought to be but one Bishop in a 
catholic Church."** This, also, was the belief of Cornelius, and 
all his clergy. We might fairly judge so, had we no particular 
evidence to the purpose ; but we need not depend upon conjec- 
ture, however reasonable — we have their positive testimony. 
Cornelius, in one of his epistles to Fabius, Bishop of Antiocb, 
as recorded by Eusebius,* says expressly, that "Novatianus 
usurped, and by force seized the bishopric, when it was not 
given him from above." And the Roman Presbytjers and 
Deacons were as fully persuaded, that episcopacy was a divine 
institution. This appears from two letters written to St. Cy- 

Erian, during the vacancy in the see of Rome. In the one, 
aving told him how far they had proceeded in the case of the 
lapsers, they say, that they can proceed no farther, till God 
shall give them a Bishop.' In the other, their belief is fairly 
intimated. They tell St. Cyprian, how much his vigour in the 
administration of his episcopal office, agreeably to the evangelical 
discipline, comforted them amidst their great pressures.*^ And, 
with respect to the lapsers, they say, their best course would be 
" to excite the clemency of God by submission, and draw upon 
themselves the divine mercy, by giving due honour to God'» 
priest," that is, the Bishop. Thus we have the sentiments of 
the Bishop and clergy of the Church of Rome, when she was as 
pure a Church as any upon earth. 

Another testimony to this purpose, is that of Alexander, 
Bishop of Jerusalem. It was the general belief of that time, as 
we learn from Eusebius, that Alexander was made Bishop of 
that city by extraordinary designation. The historian says,** 
it was God's special care for his Church that did it : that there 
was something peculiar to God in the matter. Alexander him- 
self believed it ; he must, therefore, have'believed the episcopal 
office to be of divine appointment. This appears, also, from his 
congratulatory epistle to the Church of Antioch, when Asclepiades 
was promoted to the chair of that diocese. He tells them, that 
" his bonds turned light and easy to him, when he heard that 
such an excellent person was made their Bishop, by the special 
favour of God."' How, after this, can it be supposed, that 
Alexander did not believe that episcopacy was a divine institu- 
tion ? 

Alexander was as well qualified as any man then living, to 
determine what was the government of the Church in the 
apostolic age. It was about the year 212 that he was made 
coadjutor to Narcissus in the see of Jerusalem. Narcissfua was, 
at that time, aged 116 years, and, consequently, was boro befora 
the death of St. John. Alexander, then, must have had it from 
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the mouih of Narciesus, whpt the goverimient of the Church was 
in the very age of the Apostles. I cannot conceive any tMng 
more to the point, thim the testimony of such a man* 

The next person that I shall quote, as maintaining this opinion, 
was the learned Origen. Hp was born in the year 186, and for 
talents and literary acquirements, was not suipassed, if equalled, 
by any one in his day. According to Jerome,^ who was an 
excellent judge of literary merit, Origen was master of all the 
learning then existing, and thoroughly versed in the principles 
of the different sects of Grecian philosophers. This kind of 
knowledge, it must be confessed, led him astray from the simpli- 
city of the Grospel. He maintained some tenets that were 
pretty generally condemned; but still, he was a great and 
illustrious man. 

This man, distingui^ed fbr his talents, learning, virtue, and 
piety, is entirely on our side of the question. He must haVe 
known perfectly well what was the government of the Church, 
not only in the ea^ly part of the third century, but also in the 
second, and at a very early period of it too; for his father, 
Leonidas, who was a martyr to Christianity, and who was 
converted from Gentilism not many years after the death of the 
Apostle John, would not, we may be sure, fail to instruct him 
upon that subject. With such an advantage and with such 
talents for research, Origen could have been at no loss to ^ace 
episcopacy to its very source. In him, we find no hint of 
ministeriid parity, no hint of a change of government. He 
speaks exactly as we do. Let us hear him. 

In his twentieth Homily on St. Luke, he has these words: 
^*If Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is subject to Joseph and 
Mary, shall not I be subject to the *Biahop, who is of Gop 
ordairied to be my father? Shall not I be subject to the 
Presbytep, who, by the divine vouchsafement, is set over me?'' 
Here, the Bishop, as distinguished from the Presbyter, is said to 
be ordained by God ; the Presbyter also, according to him, 
holds a divine commission ; and this we most readily grant, and 
contend for, Agctin : In his book upon the subject of prayer, 
discoursing on the debts mentioned in the Lord's prayer, after 
he has named the duties common to all Christians, he adds*- 
*' Besides these, there is a debt peculiar to such as are widows 
fnaintained by the Chnnch. And there is a debt peculiar to 
Deacons, and another peculiar to Presbyters ; but of all these 
peculiar debts, that which is due by the Bishop is the greatest 
it is exacted by the Saviour of the whole Church; and the 
Bishop i^ust sufier severely for it, if it be not paid,"* More 
might be extracted from Origeli, but surely this is quite ^lough, 

1 shall now conclude the testimonies of this century, with s^ 
-few extracts from ^e 4postqlioal Canons^ These, you are 
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pleased to say, are an " vmjmdent forgery?^ If your meaning be, 
that these Canons were not made by the Apostles, you mean no 
nlore than what we are willing to allow. We say ^e same thing. 
But if you mean to assert, that they were not compiled till a 
late age of the Chureh, say the fifth or sixth century, you stand 
condemned by almost all the learned. Daille contended that 
they were not compiled till the fifth century ; but he has been 
completely refuted by Bishop Beveridge. Even Blondel, who 
had no more reason to be pleased with those Canons than yon 
have, acknowledf^es, that they were published as early as the 
year 1980. This is too late, but let it be so. They will then bear 
complete testimony to the practice of the Church, in the third 
century. 

I do not introduce the subject of these Canons, because I stand 
in need of their assistance ; but to show that you are incautious 
in csdling them an " impudent forgery^^^ unless you mean as 
already explained. I also wish to have an opportunity of giving 
our readers a summary view of Beveridge's able Defence of 
these Canons. I cannot possibly suppose Ihat you have ever 
read that Defence ; for then, I must think, that you would have 
been more modest in giving your opinion. Dogmatical assertions^ 
I c^n assure you, Sir, will not do with us. Every thing must be 
brought to the test of fact, reason, and sound criticism. Let us 
see now, whether those Canons can be defended upon these solid 
grounds. 

Bishop Beveridge, in his able defence, which is published in 
Cotelerius' Apostolical Fathers, maintains this opinion, that the 
Canons now in question, are the decrees of synods in the second 
and third centuries, collected at different times, and by difierent 
persons. This he provdis from the testimonies of Athanasius and 
Basil of the fourth century, and from the decrees of seversd 
councils of that age. 1. The Mesne council. He shows that 
the dth, 10th, 15tfa, aud 16th Canons of that council, are tran- 
scripts of the 14th I5th, 61st, and 62d of the Apostolical Canons. 
But it may be said,.that, perhaps, the latter are transcripts of 
ihe former. This supposition he entirely destroys, by showing, 
that the style of the Apostolical, is more simple than that of tne 
Nicene Canons ; and from that circumstance, which is generally 
admitted by sound critics, he infers the earlier date of the /ormer. 
But what decisively proves. it to be so, is, that the word " Metropoli- 
tan," was firstused by the Nicene Council, and is never to be found 
in the Apostolic Canons: that dignity^ indeed, that " primusinter 
pares^^ is to be found there, but not the title " Metropolitan." 
And let me add, what he has not observed, that the testimony of 
Athanasius and Basil proves the greater antiquity of the Apostolical 
Canons ; for if they were transcripts, in the instances mentioned, 
of the Nicene Canons, those writers could 40t possibly have been 
ignorant of it. The Bishop next proves the superior antiquity, 
of the Apostolic Canons, from those of the council of Antioch. 
That council met in the year 341, sixteen years after that of Nice. 
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He ^ive» the following view of the corresponding canon»"- 
oorrespondingnot only in the matter, but nearly in the words. 

Canons 
ofAntioch. Apostolical. 



1 


7 


2 


8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 


3 


15,16 


4 


28 


5 


31 


6 


32 


7,8 


33 


9 


34 



Canons 




of Antioch. 


Apostolical. 


12,13 


35 


17,18 


36 


20 


27 


21 


14 


23 


76 


24 


40 


25 


41 



The Bishop proves also, that the Apostolical Canons were 
published before the fourth century, from the canons of the coun- 
cils of Gangraena, Constantinople, Carthage, and Ephesus, which 
were holden in that century. Further i After observing, that 
the Apostolical Canons were sometimes styled Ecclesiasti- 
cal, he adduces proofs from a number of writers in the fourth 
and fifth centuries, in favour of our side of this question. 
1. From a letter written by Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, to 
Alexander, Bishop of Constantinople, which letter is preserved 
in the Ecclesiastical History of Theodoret. That letter was 
written before the meeting of theNicene council. The Apostoli- 
cal Canons are particularly named, and a reference evidently 
made to the 12th Canon. You have the Greek of both Canons 
translated into Latin, at the bottom of the page."* 

The Bishop quotes in favour of his point, a testimony from 
the emperor Constantine, preserved by Eusebius ; and in the 
fifth century the testimony of the emperor Theodosius ; and in 
the beginning of the sixth, that of the learned emperor Ji^stinian, 
that of John, Bishop of Antioch, and also the testimonies of the 
synod of Trullo, and of the second Nicene council. Thus, abun- 
dance of evidence has been given to prove, that the Apostolical 
Canons are of very high antiquity ; published, at the lowest, in 
the third century ; and are an exact reprq^ entation of the govern- 
ment, rules, and practices of the primitive Church, in the second 
•and third ages. And now, I leave our readers to judge, whether, 
you were prudent in pronouncing them to be an "impudent 
forgery." 

As to the Apostolic Constitutions^ I shall not concern myself 
about them, because they were not published till after the time 
when all acknowledge that diocesan episcopacy prevailed. 
But I shall make use of the Apostolical Canons, to which I have 

m Undo fit ut nonnulli literis eorom subscribentefl, in ecclesiam eos reeiplBiit, 
cam tamen comministris nostris, qai hoc ansi sunt, gravisBima, nt opinor, renrahen* 
iioni immineok infiunia, eo qaod neo ApoBlolicus canon id permittiL Apud Thbo9. 
^celes. Hiat. lib. i. c. 14. 

4po»t. Can. 12th runs thus. — Si quis Clericus rel Laicns segregatus, ret non 
recupiendas, discedens in altera urbc receptua fuerit absque literia eommendatitii|» 
'Mgregetur et qui receptos est 
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vn unquestionable right, tQl you refute Biahop Beveridge's 
masterly defence of them. . 

'* Canon 1. Let a Bishop be consecrated by two or three 
Bishops. Canon 2. Let a Presbyter and Deacon be ordained by 
one Bishop." Here the power of ordination is lodged in one 
person, the Bishop, and not in the presbytery. " Canon 15. If 
any Presbyter or Deacon shall leave his own parish, and go to 
another, without the Bishop's leave, he shall officiate no longer ; 
especiaJly, if he obey not the Bishop when he exhorts him to 
return, persisting in his insolence and disorderly behaviour ; but 
he shall be reduced to communicate only as a layman." ^' Canon 
22. If ony Pre8b3rter, despising his own Bishop, shall gather 
congregations apart, and erect another altar, his Bishop not 
being convicted of wickedness or irreligion ; let him be deposed 
as an ambitious person : and likewise, such other clergy, or 
laity, who shall join themselves to him, shall be excommuni- 
cated." " Canon 39. Let the Presbyters or Deacons do nothing 
without the consent of the Bishop." . This is in perfect con- 
formity with the injunction of Ignatius. 

" Canon 65. If any clergyman shall reproach or revile his 
Bishop, let him be deposed ; for ^ thou shall .not speak evil of the 
ruler of thy people.' Exod. xxii. 28."-— The same distinction of- 
offices runs through all these canons. 

And now, Sir, I may safely assert, that if any matter of fact is 
capable of being proved ; if any matter of fact has actually been 
proved ; it is, that diocesan episcopacy was the government of 
the Church in the third century. 

We are now prepared to examine what you have to oppose to 
this great mass of clear, decisive, uncontrovertible evidence. 

First : You quote a passage from St. Cyprian^s third epistle, 
" whence we understand that it is lawful for none but the Presi- 
dents of the Church to baptize and grant remission of sins," 
Pray, Sir, are not the Bishops Presidents of the Churches 
which they govern 1 Can any title be more appropriate ? Do 
they not preside in all conventions of their clergy ? You cer^ 
tainly could not be in* earnest when you quoted this passage ! 
Your argument stands unparalleled for logical accuracy. I have 
tried, for some time, to make a syllogism of it : I believe I have 
succeeded at last. It will run thus : 

A diocesan Bishop presides over both the clergy and laity of 
all the churches within his diocese. 

A Presbyterian president presides over no clergy, but only 
over the laity of one congregation. 

Therefore, a Presbyterian president and diocesan Bishop are 
the same officers. 

I have not skill enough to determine to what mood and figure 
this syllogism belongs ; but perhaps you, Sir, can settle the point 

But if you could possibly have been at any loss what kind oif 
president Cyprian means, had you read a lit^e farther in the 
epistle, you could ^ily have si^tisfied ypursd£ It wa^ Uiat )und 
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of president who administered confirmation. Speaking of 
•Peter and John, who confirmed the disciples at Samaria, Cyprian 
observes : " This is our practice, With regard to such persons as 
are baptized in our church ; who are brought before the presi- 
dents, and so, by our prayer and imposition of hands, receive the 
Holy Ghost." This has been proved from Cyprian to be the pre- 
rogative of diocesan Bishops. St. Jerome also tells you so ; and 
founds that prerogative upon the holy Scriptures. I hope you 
will not dispute his authority, whose soever else you may. 

You go on, Ep. 67. — " The people should not flatter them- 
selves that they are free from fault when they communicate with 
a sinful priest, and give their consent to the presidency of a 
wicked Bishop," &c. I omit the remainder of the quotation 
because it is long, and amounts to nothing more than this, that 
Cyprian calls a Bishop a priest three or four times. Well, Sir, 
I hope you do not mean to deny that a Bishop is of the 
sacerdotal order ; but if you mean to infer from that, that he is 
on a level with a Presbjrter, I should not much applaud the cor- 
rectness of your inference. Aaron the High Priest is called a 
priest, repeatedly; indeed, most commonly; therefore, Aaron 
was no High Priest. Strange logic ! 

It appears to me to be a total waste of time to reply to such — 
what shall I call them ? — nothings. 

You should. Sir, have told your " Christian brethren" that the 
epistle from which you made your extract was a synodical one, 
written by thirty-seven Bishops, and not a Presbyter among 
them, upon a very important occasion— the lapse of two Spanish 
Bishops, Basilides and Martialis ; and that it was addressed " to 
their brethren in the Lord, the Presbyter Felix, and to the 
people dwelling at Legio and Asturica, as likewise to the Deacon 
Lselius, and to the people dwelling at Emerita." You should 
have told them this, and then, perhaps, they could have deter- 
mined whether, after such an enumeration of the orders of the 
Church, a Bishop's being called a priest proves him not tohold the 
highest grade in the priesthood — sacerdotii fastifirium — which 
very expression would settle the point, were there not a hundred 
other considerations to put it beyond the possibility of doubt. 

But you have given your reaaers this quotation, principally, I 
presume, to show, that in the time of Cyprian, a Bishop was 
chosen by the people ; and thence you infer, in the face of com- 
plete evidence to tne contrary, that a Bishop presided over no 
more than a single congregation. But whether your premise 
be true or not, the inference has no necessary connexion with 
it. A Bishop may be chosen by the people, and yet he may 
preside over a hundred congregations. I shall not, therefore, 
enter into the dispute about the mode of electing a Bishop, but 
refer you to the Vindication of the Principles of the Cyprianio 
age^^ in which you will find a complete refutation of the notion^ 
>■ - 
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that, in that age, a Bishop was elected by the people. The 
author demonstrates, that the people had no other concern in 
the business than to bear testimony to the character of the 
Bishop elect, and that the election was made by the Bishops of 
the province, without any thing like a polling on the part of the 
people. In the next age after Christianity was established, I 
allow that the people, in some places, assimied the poVer of 
electing the Bishop ; but the effects of it became so dreadful, 
particiuarly at Rome, that the emperor found it absolutely 
necessary to deprive them of that power. 

Your next quotation does really surprise me. I do not' know 
what to think— what to make of your management of this con- 
troversy. Mr. M'Leod, I thought, deserved to stand first on the 
list of writers who quote texts of Scripture that have no more 
connexion with the subject than with the doctrine of the trans- 
migration of souls ; but you not only quote authorities that 
do not make for your purpose, but that are directly in point to 
ours. Thus, Ep, 32. — " Through all the vicissitudes of time^ 
the ordination of Bishops and the constitution of the Church 
are so handed down, that the Church is built on the Bishops, 
^^nd every act of the Church is ordered and managed by them* 
/teeing, therefore, this is founded on the law of God, I wonder 
that some should be so rash and insolent as to write to me in 
the name of the Church, seeing a Church consists of a Bishop, 
clergy, and all that stand faithful"— that is, a Church, let the 
number of congregations of which it may be composed be ever 
so many, must be under the presidency of a Bishop with his 
clergy, otherwise it is no Church. And is this parochial 
episcopacy ? 

But I suppose your design was to show your readers that the 
mode of expression, a Churchy not churches^ implied no more 
than a single congregation, and then the Bishop would be 
snugly seated at the head of it. But what use would there be 
of a number of clergymen to a single congregation ? Of forty-six, 
for instance, at' Rome ? Of eight, at leastj at Carthage ? " Why, 
some of these were ruling Elders." What! some of these 
clergymen ! Remember, that Cyprian uses the word clergy^-^ 
clericos. But your ruling Eltwrs, by your own account, are 
not clergymen. In short, there is not a shadow of proof that 
there were any such creatures at Rome or Carthage. 

Besides, when t?ie Church of a city is spoken of, it is always 
mentioned, throughout the Scriptures, in the singular number, 
let the number of conjugations be ever so many ; but when 
the Churches of a whole province are mentioned, it is always in 
the plural number. Thus, the Church of Jerusalem-— t^ Church 
of Antioeh^^A^ Church of Sardis— ^^ Church of Ephesus—the 
Church of Pergamus ; but when of a whole province, it is the 
Churches of Judea— the Churches of Asia—- the Churches of 
Syria ^d Cijipia^the Churehes of Galatia— the Churches of 
Jttftcedonia— just as many Churches as they? wer^ cities, in 
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which were Bishops presiding over clergy and laity, let their 
numbers be ever so great. And we have uncmitrollable evidence 
from antiquity, that as Christians multiplied in the neighbouring 
towns and villages, thejr were all annexed to the Bishop of the 
city, as far as the civil jurisdiction of that city extended. 

Your next quotation is from TVact de Unitat Ecclea. " Our 
Lord speaks to Peter, / say unto thee, thou art Peter, and 
upon this rock I will build my Churdh, &c. Upon one he 
builds his Church ; and though he gave an equal power to all 
his Apostles, yet that he might manifest unity, he ordered the 
beginning of that unity to proceed from one person. The rest 
of the Apostles were the same that Peter was, being endued Mrith 
the same both of honour and power. But the beginning pro- 
ceeds from unity, that the Church may be shown to be one.*' 
Well, Sir, what is to be deduced from all this ? That Cyprian 
considered Bishops and preaching Presbyters as of the same 
order 7 The only distinction between them, you sayj is that " of 
president or chairman among them." Now, Sir, if I have not 
demolished this notion of parity by the evidence I have given, 
that a Presbyter was raised to the episcopate by a new ordina- 
tion ; that, m consequence he presided over all orders and ranks 
in the Church— that he had the sole power of ordination — the 
sole power of confirmation-^that he had the supremacy of the 
keys^-that none could baptize, or administer the Eucharist, or 
absolve penitents, that is, restore them to the communion of the 
Church, without his authority ; if, I say, 1 have not demolished 
the notion of parity by the. evidence I have produced for these 
points, then it i^ impossible to prove any thing that does not 
admit of mathematical demonstration. History of every kind 
must be given up ; no facts that have not occurred under our 
own eyes can be substantiated ; we may talk of past events, and 
of forms of governments in days of yore, but they are all dreams — 
fictions of the fancy, which no sober man will ever believe. 
Nay, our very Bible must be given up ; for we know not, upon 
this principle, who wrote it, nor when it was written, nor when 
the parts were compiled into one Sacred Canon ; nor do we know 
that there were any miracles ever wrought, nor that any pro- 
phecies were uttered. But I hope there are many who will not 
subscribe to this extravagance ; who will be convinced from the 
evidence adduced, that Cyprian held no such opinion as you 
ascribe to him. 

The quotation that you have given us does not convey the 
least hint of parity between Bishops and Presbyters ; but it posi- 
tively asserts an equality, both in honour and power, between 
Peter and the rest of the Apostles. They were all perfectly 
equal ; and, as Cyprian repeatedly asserts, that Bishops are the 
successors of the Apostles, it follows, with strict logical pro- 
priety, that there is not, as he speaks, any Bishop ofBiehapa. 
This is the very argument which C3rprian uses to prove, that the 
Bishops of Rome had not the least authority over other Bishops ; 
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iibd notliing could be more to his purpose. It is the very argn- 
meat which Protestant Episcopalians use to demolish the Pope^a 
supremacy. But it seems you are content, if you can get any 
shadow of argument against us, to allow Peter some superiority 
over the other Apostles. He must be, at least, the president or 
chairman of the apostolic presb3rtery, according to your mode of 
reasoning ; for unless he be, he can be no type of the Bishop^ 
who, you say, is the president or chairman among his clergy. 
This must be the point of similitude, otherwise there is none at 
all. But what, Sir, put it into your mind, that Peter was the 
chairman of the apostolic college 1 Did Cyprian ? No hint of 
that sort in him. Do the other fathers of the first three centu- 
ries say so? Nothing like it. Do the Scriptures ? He must be 
sharp sighted that can find it. Does it appear to be so from the 
account we have of the council of Jerusalem ? Quite otherwise. 
St. James appears to have been the- president of that council ; 
and for no other reason, that we can conceive, but his being 
Bishop of that city. What, then, can be the ground of this 
notion 1 Is it the circumstance of his receiving his commission 
before the other Apostles ? Cyprian knew that he did so ; but, 
notwithstanding, he asserts the equality of the other Apostles. 
All the use he makes of that circumstance is by way of illustra- 
tion, not of strict reasoning. He does not infer from it Peter's 
superiority, but uses it merely as a circumstance illustrative of 
the unity of the Church. This liberty of alluding to texts of 
Scripture, from which no conclusive proof is intended, was very 
common among the fathers, and Cyprian very frequently uses 
it. He evidently proceeds here upon 'an allusion to the singular 
number, because Christ commissioned Peter in the first 
instance ; but in his 33d epistle he expressly asserts, that the 
Church is founded upon Bishops, in the plural number. After 
citing Peter's commission, he says, " From thence, in a regular 
succession downwards, we date the ordination of Bishops, and 
the course of ecclesiastical administrations, so as that we under- 
stand the Church to be settled upon her Bishops, and every 
public act of hers to be managed by them." Now, Sir, is it not 
really very weak to infer from a mere fanciful allusion to the 
singular number, in order to give some sort of illustration to the 
principle that the Church is but one, that Peter was at the head 
of the apostolic college, as a primus inter pares, [first among 
equals,] and that, therefore, a Bishop is no more in the pres- 
bytery* This inference Js altogether gratuitous, and the premise, 
from a Protestant, is perfectly astonishing. I am sorry to find, 
Sir, that you reason, or make Cyprian reason, precisely as the 
Papists do, with respect to Peter. I am sorry to perceive this 
glfldice at Rome. Principiis obsta [resist beginnings] is a wise 
maxim. I hope we shall all be governed by it.o 
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You appear to mQ, Sir, to be apprehensive thatyptir inference 
is notTery tenable ; a^jd for that reason, I suppose it is; that you 
have pressed 0'odwell into your service. That learned man, you 
inform us, 'makes Peter the.type of every Bishop, ai?d the rest 
of the Apostles the type'of«very Presb)rter.' I am really 
^astonished, and to tell you the truth, not a jittle displeased at 
your method of quoting authors^ Am I to look through all the 
wotis of Dodwell for what you ascribe' to him ? If you took the 
quotation immediately frpm him, (which I very much doubt,) 
why did you not note the book ajid t}ie page ? Surely it was 
very easy to do, it. Whatever, Sh*, you niay think of th^ matter, 
I beliiBve. every candid reader will agree with me, that ' you are 
not entitled to any answer When you' quote ia this manner. 
However, as my patience is not yet exhausted, I have carefully 
looked into those writings of Dodwell which are in. my Hands. 
iTiese, I acknowledge, are not all His writings, f have none but 
hfe Cypridnic 'Dissertations, his bo'ok oh Schism, and his 
Reply to Baxter, I have also, his Life, by Brokesby." Jn that, 
I see nothing for your purpose j liut I found ij? it, what I tljought 
a* probable clu^ to your quotationV I immediately turned to 
IJpdwell's seventh Oyprianic Dissertation, in which, he reasons 
strejuiously against the Papists, who found the supremacy of the 
Pope iipoh the conmiission given to: Peter. By consulting that 
Dissertation, I formd that you had not fairly represented Dod- 
well's sentiipents upon that point. He asserts, that the decl'ara- 
^tion of Christ to Peter, hi consequence of the noble confession 
he had .made, did confer, a particular honour upon him, but no 
degree of power o^ authority above the other Apostles— that 
t\L^y were all equal by their commission; but that ie,, lit z;i^e*r 
pareSy miUs tdmen reliquis erniTieret—ilisX is, that he, as an 
e(jual iij power, shojie with superior splendour. He. further 
thinks, as Cyprian does, that ou^ Saviour's d-eclaratibn to Peter, 
prior to his commissioning the other Apostles, was a circum- 
stance intended to, point out thfe unity of ^ the Church— noTi id 
cine'csrtourcanoque Qonsilio a Servatore esse factuTii, But 
he argiies strenuously against the Papists^ for founding"; the 
Pope's supremacy upon, this honbrajpy circumstance. He shows, 
that all the Apostles were invested with equal authority, and that 
there 19 wo Bishop of Bishops, as'Cypfiah speaks.. He main- 
tains, that OS unity oegBxi with Peter, so it was . afterwards ex- 
tended to the whole college of^ApostleSj to whom the Bishops 
Succeeded, and became the principle of unity to, the whole 
Church.' He asfserts, that as unity began with one, that is, with 
Peter^ so it is'cpntinued with onej, thatlsy with the qnq Bishop of 
a diocese. In this respect, he thinks Peter was a, type of every 
Bispop ; but he BO wl^ere says, that the Bishop wsts tio more than 
primus inter pares, or, that the rest 61 ihe Apostles were types 
of the Presbyters. Ho does not niention the Presbyters at jail, 
ttoT give th^ least hint that he thought them equals eith^ iii order 
or it) degree, with, the Bishop, Nor indeed could he, without ihe 
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most palpable inconsistencjr. His well known cloctrine is, tb^t 
the Bishops are iu the Christian what the High Priest w<i^ in 
the Jewish ChBrch ; afid that the Presbyters >5f the former 
correspond wltb the Priestii of iHci latter. He main^ns, that 
Bishops are of a supei'ior^order io Presbyters, by being invested 
with tne sole power of ordination and con^mation, and with a 
supremacy in the government of the Chnrch { and that this 
superiority is by divine institution* That this was DqdweQ'8 
doctrine, yon will soon be convint^ed, if you \vililook into his 
Cyprianic Dissertations yVxA his Discourse concerning the one 
Priesthood and the one Altar. I will give you one quotation 
from the latter, without subjecting you to the trouble of reading 
almost the whple book before you find it. It is near, the close, 
p. S88. "Is not," says he, "the Bidhop as apt as ever to signify 
p. principle of unity, and to represent God and CimisT under the 
notion of a Aaa(f ? Nay,' does not his Monarchical Presidency 
over >his brethren Of the clergy, pecularly fit him for such a 
signification ? And does he not the more naturally represent God 
and CteRisTJn the notion of a head, by how much he is more 
like in their monarchy, t mean over that particular body, over 
which Bishops were at first placed by divine institution? Or dp 
they think them less of divine mstitution now, than /armer^y?" 
I refer you also to the 9th chapter of the same book, the title of 
which isy " The Christian Bishops were answerable to th6 Jew- 
ish High Priests." 

We have, for the present, said enough about DodwfeU; and, 
from, what has been said^ it will,"l think j appear to every impar- 
tial reader, that you have either taken what you have ascribed te 
him, upon trust ; or if you have, read aiiy of his works, that you 
have greatly mistaken his meaning, and consequently,, greatly 
misrepresented him. .• 

Your next and last quotation from Cyprian is as much imyoUr 
favour as the preceding. , Ep. 3. "The Deacons ought" to 
remember, that the JLiORD hath chosen Apostles, that is^ Bishops 
and Presidents jL but the. Apostles, constituted Deacons, as the 
ministers of their episcopacy and of the Church." . 

Now, 1 think it would puzzle, any man living to. perceive iU' 
this passage the leaist appearance of Presbyterian parity. "Where 
does it lie T In i^rhat words? In What circumstances In what 
intimation ? I am totally at a loss to porceLve it ; biit I am at no 
loss to. perceive, that Cyprian makes the Bisho]^? the successors 
of the Apostles, and episcopacy, such a^ he himself held, to be 
of divine itvstitution. I ean also perceive, by reading a little 
ferther on^ that Cyprian says, |* You will make very proper use 
of jroiur episco]^al authority, dther by deposing or excommuni- 
catihff him, [the Deacon complained of,l as ]^ou shall find niost^ 
ejtpedierit.*' This,^ogatianus, to whom the epistle was addressed, 
could, do by virtue of his episcopal authority. He did not want 
the aid of the people, no;' of rtUinff ^Mers^noi even otjpreach' 
ingr Elders. He could do it alone, if he thought proper. Th% I 
think, looks vei^ much like episcopal pre-eminence. 
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You sum up the evidence, which the preceding (jubtatioits 
afford against dioc^an episcopacy, in th^ following trnimphant 
manner: * These extracts arc remarkable. Though they are 
- precisely thos.e^ which ^iscopalians generally adduce from 
Cyprian in support of their cause, the diseerntng reader [the 
discerning! Aye — thei-e lies the emphasis] will perceive, that 
all their force lies against that cause.' Now,' Sir, I dp not per- 
cdve, that, in the great mass of evldencer which I have given for 
diocesan episcopacy, I have mad6 use of one of these extracts ;- 
althoug:h I might have used "them all with propriety. Your 
intimation, therefore, that these extracts are the only or the 
printipal dependance of Episcopalians, ithows, either that you 
do not know what we have to say^ or, that knowing it, you were 
liot ingenious enough to produce 1%. I suppose the first part of 
the alternative to^be the truth ; for, I jaev^r will admit any thing 
that bears hard upon your integrity. And what a strange thing 
is it, for a man to undertake a con,troversy,.when he does. not 
know the whole of the evidence his opponents can bring against 
him ! Even the great number of quotations that I have made, 
and which are sd pointed, so uncontrollable, are not a^ quarter 
part of what I might have made ; -and there is also a variety of 
topics Crom which powerful arguments might be raised, such as 
jip , man ever hasy or ever can answer, that I have entirely 
omitted, taerely for the sake of brevity. But whoever wishes to 
see^themhcmdledin amasterly manner, ma^r consult Bishop Sage's 
Cwrianic Age^ and the Vindication of it. . ' 
'You go on: " If is evident from the extracts, that Bishop and 
President are used by this Father as words of the same import.'* 
So we say toor— the Bishop, presiding over both clergy and 
^people. A ftesbyter, also, may be styled President^ in an 
inferior sense, as he presides over his own" congregation. But 
Cyprian,,! believe, generally uses the word Pre^wsiYtt^, Presi- 
dent, to signify a Bishop. And what a curious circumstance it is, 
to make this an argumsnt against diocesan episcopacy,' without 
first proving that parochial was the goveniment of the Church ! 
Whichsoever was the fact, the appellations Bishop and President 
must be understood accordingly. 

Yx)w proceed : ' The officer thus denominated, was the only 
one who had tie power of administering .baptism.' There is 
nothing that looks like thai in allthe writings of Cyprian. His 
doctrine was perfectly the same with that pf fgnatiusr-th^ th^ 
Biishop had the chiefs but not the sole power of the keysi None 
could baptize and administer the Euchurist, without his authority. 
This is every where apparent in Cypriaix ; and' this superior 
power of the keys, upon whlc^ all aiscipline is foundei^ is an 
mvincible argument against parity ; and, as suchj I Jiave urged 
It in this controversy. 

But as there is nothing like matter of fact, t6 convince the 
generality of readers, I would observe, that Tertullian, who, had 
pee» IT I^resbjrter pf th^ Church of Caxthaga som^ years before 
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Cyprian, says, that Deacons had a right to baptize, when given 
them by the Bishop., Now, we maybe sure fromthis testimony, 
that this was the fact, in that Church ; and, consequently, that 
the Bishop's power of the keys was not sole, but supreme. 

Further you say : ^ The Bishop in Cyprian's days was choseft 
by the people of his charge.' If he were, it does not at all affect, 
diocesan episcopacy ; but, as I have already observed, try your 
hand upon Bishop Sage, who has pretty . amply discussed that 
point. The Bishop ^ was ordained over a particular flock,^ 
You mean over a single congregation. ' The contrary has been 
demonstrated — ^ And received his ordination in the presence 
of thatfiock,\ That might very well be — all that chose, attended, 
no doubt ; and those w^ho did, received every possible accommo- 
dation. In no other sense can We conceivCj that a Bishop was 
ordained in the presence of his flock, when that flock consisted 
of^ many thousands, as I have fuUy proved was the case ^t 
Carthage. - 

Your other inferences are so much of a piece with the forego- 
ing, that it is not Worth while to consider them. Let our readers 
compare them with the proofs I have ^iven, that diocesan 
episcopacy was the government of the Church in the third cen- 
tury, and then judge for .themselves. I am perfectly willing to- 
leave the decision to every impartial mind. \ 

I shall just notice, before I conclude this letter, youi unfounded, 
assertion, that Cyprian repe^-tedly call^ Presbyters his col- 
leagues. Now, Sir, I, on the contrary, assert, that he never once. 
calls them his colleagues. He sometimes, indeed, calls them his 
Fellow Presbyters^ and this is. frequently done by Bishops in 
our day. The same condescending language is very coinmoa 
an\ong _ military men. A GenerS frequently addresses even 
qommon soldiei^Sj in the familiar style o% fellow-soldiers. But 
how ridiculous would it be to .infer from this, that the soldiers 
and their General are colleagues ! Just so ridiculous is tho^ 
inference, that Cyprian and his Presbyters were equal, because 
he sometimes calls them his feUow-preshyterst His colleagues 
he never calls, them. 

I will conclude-this letter in the words of Dodwell. Speaking 
upon this point, he says, -Cyprian appropriates the word iCoU 
leagues to Bishops^ and plainly infimates, that Presbyters were 
entirely excluded frofaa that cgltege.v 
■ ' ' • • • ' • , . 

p Dissert. Cyp. JLO. p. 200. Ct qaidem ita propriam facit epUeepis ut collegan 
presbyteris opponat, Ac. 
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LETTER VI.' 

Rev. Sir: 

Iir my last, I finished a pretty long list of testimonies from the 
writings of St. Cvpriaiv, and proved, I am persuaded, beyond the 
po$sib3ity of refutation, that he and all his contemporaries did 
b^eve and assert the .divine- institution of episcopacy. . f also 
considered three or four passages which you adduced from that 
father, to which you give a very surprising gloss, and which does 
not display your usual ingentiity ; for episcopacy stiU shii^es in 
them, notwithstanding your eflferts to obscure it. I^hall now 
close the evidence from the Cvprianic period, by considering 
your (quotation from Firmilian, Bishop of Cesareai 

In an epistle addressed to Cypi'ian, Firmilian thus, speaks: 
" But the other heretics also, if they separate from the Church, 
pan have no power, or grace, since all power and gracje aire placed 
in the^ Church, where Elders presicfe, in whom is vested the 
power of baptizing, and imposition of hands, and ordination." 
Vbu add, Hhis passage needs no comment. It not only repre- 
sents the right to baptize, and the right to ordain, as going to- 
gether ; but It klso expressly ascribes both to the Elders who 
preside fn the Churches.* . 

* This needs no comment!' Concise enough, to be sure 1 But 
there are some of your readers, who will, I hope, venture to 
think for theoiselves.* To such I address the following observa- 
tions: 

1; Firmilian was a very distinguished Bishop,, and con tempo- 
Wiry with Cyprian, from whose works we have extracted such a 
body of evidence, that Bishops, in his day, were an order supe- 
rior to Presbyters, as cannot possibly be controlled. 2. Fii*milian 
appears to have been perfectly of tfie same mind with Cyprian, 
in all matters relating to the discipline and government of the 
Church, as any one may see, who will read the whole of the 
75th epistle. 3. Firmihan -was the disciple of Orjgen ; and we 
have seen that he asserted the divine institution of episcopacy. 
From these considerations we have strong ground to presume, 
that Firmilian had the same sentiments with respect to episcopacy 
that all his contemporaries had. 

- But what amounts to more than presumptive evidence, Firmil- 
iaii, in this very letter, explains what he mean's by Elders. " How 
is this," says he, " that when we see Paul baptized his disciples 
again afte^' John's baptism, we should make any doubt of baptiz- 
ing them who return from heresy to the Church, after that 
amawful and profane baptism of theirs, unless Paul was. less 
than these Bishops of whom we ate speaking now, that these, 
indeed, might give the Holy Ghost by imposition of hands 
akme, but Paul was insufficient for it." Now we s^e of what 
kind of Elders Firmilian was speaking; it Was expressly the 
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Bishops, to i¥hom belonged the supreme power of baptism^ coor 
firmation, and ordination. It has been made as cleair as any 
matter of fact can be made, that Bishops, in the age of Cyprian, 
were the supreme ministers of the sacraments, and the sole 
ministers of confirmation and ordination ; and Firmilian's 
ascribing these powers to Ekiers^ would prove decisively to every 
impartial person, that by them he meant Bishops, even if he had 
not said so hiinself ; but when he calls those who were to lay the^r 
hands upon the returning heretics, by the appropriate name of 
Bishops, such Bishops as he and. Cypnawwere-^there cannot be 
the shadow of a doubt remaining. And here let me add, that 
when the appellative Bishop is used by the writers of the third 
century, itis always used in the appropriate sense j and Presby* 
ters are ndfer palled Bishops, as has been fully proved by Pearson 
and Dodwell.'i I will give you another quotation from the 7ath 
epistle, which will answer the double purpose of strengthening 
the above proofs, if they need it, and of showing Firmilian's 
coincidence of opinion with Cyprian and the other African 
Bishops, and with hi^ master Origen, in regard to the divine insti- 
tution of dioctsan episcopacy. After showing from Scripture, 
that the Church was founded upon Peter and the other Apostles, 
he says, "where we may observe, that the power of remitting 
sins was granted to the Apostles, and to those Churches which 
they, when sent forth by Christ, formed and founded, and to 
those Bishops who , succeeded them in a due and, regtUar 
course of vicarious ordii^ation. Under what other notionvcah 
we^ therefore, consider these adversaries of the one Catholic 
Church, whereof we are members, these enemies pf otirs, of us 
I say, who are sucqessors, to the Apostles," &c. Here FiwniHan 
declares himself, and Cyprian, and the other Bishops of his time 
— Bishops in the appropriate sense of the word— Bishops, who 
had many Presbyters and many congregations under them-^ 
Bishops, who had the supreme power of the keys, and the sole 
power of confirpaatioa and ordination ; he declares, I say, these 
diocesan Bishops to bathe .succ^sors of the ApostleSjhol^ug 
by. vicarious ordination, the very commission which they held; 
and then, by irresistible consequence, diocesan episcopacy is a 
divine institution. If any man can now doubt what sort of 
Presbyters or Elders Firmilian speaks of, all I hav^ to say is, that 
he has the power of doubting entirely at his own disposal. 

I am really, Sir, astonished, that such a man as you are, should 
give in to that puerility of catching at every passage of the anci^it 
writers, in which Bishops are styled Presbyters, when you very 
well know, that the High Priest is genially styled Priest, and 
that a Bishop is a Presbyter^ as the greater implies the less. If 
you can produce any passages from the writers of the third 
century, (J confine myself to that at present,) in which a Prefi- 

nPEAHSOK'B Diaaert and DoDWBtt in Pcorwn»# DimrU prima deStmei, 
pr^m. R. Spia. chap. ix. p. 97. 4to, . *- . - 

» 
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byter is styled Bishop, it would be something in your favour ; 
but I believe you will search long enou^^ for those passages. 

i shall now close the testimonies of the tjiird century with this 
usual quotations from Tertulliaij, who,. >as you justly observe, 
'began to flourish about the year 200.' As he was, convert^ 
to Christianity twfenty-five years before that period, he is a good 
witness for the government of the Church,, both in the beglnriinff 
of the third century and in (he lattei' part of the second. L^ 
it also be remembered, that he was a Presbyter 4?f the Church of 
Carthage, but never attaihed the episcopal dignity. He>vas greatly 
admired for his extensive learning, by St. Cyprian, who always 
called him his master. We may, therefore, very reasonably 
suppose, that Cyprian and he did not differ in ihe article of Church 
government. Towards the close of his life, indeed, he fell intd 
the errors oi the Montanists, and there the orthodox Bishop of 
Carthage left him. « , 

The quotation which you have given from TertuUian, I claim 
for episcopacy. It has been proved from Origen, that, in the 
early part of the third century, diocesan episcopacy prevailed in 
the Church. Indeed, all the testimonies I have produced from 
the different writers of that age prove the same thing; for it is 
ridiculous to talk of any change a few years before those men 
livedj when they so positively, so repeatedly, and so unaninciou^y, 
found episcopacy upon apostolic institution. TertuUian, we 
shall find, bears his testimony to the same, thing, in the foUowinig 
passages : " The chief or highest Priest,, Who is the Bishop, has 
the right of, giving baptism, and after him, the Presbyters and. 
Deacons ; but not Without the Bisl^p's authority." Now, what 
would a man, who has no hypothesis to maintain, think and say 
of fliis passage ? Certainly he would say — here, it is evident, 
that TertuUian speaks of-an order, or grade, to which lie gives 
tlie title of High Priest and Bisholp, and which, of consequence, 
from the very title, must be possessed of powers superior, not 
only to those of the Deacon^ but also of tlxe Presbyter. And this, 
is not only implied in the' title, but the writer also gives an 
instance of the superiority of the Bishop, in. ascribing to him, as 
it9 source, all the jxower which the inferior orders have Xo 
b^tptize'; and the same must be true, also, of whatever other 
powers they are possessed. Now, if this be not the paeariing of 
TertuUian, then I do declare,. that I have not intellect enough to 
discover the meaning of as plain a passage as ever was written. 
This, too, is. exactly the language, and precisely the'sentiment 
of Cyprian and- his contemporaries, ^s has been' proved ad 
satietatem. They all ascribe to the Bishop the supremacy of 
the keys, or sacraments, and all the power which the inferior 
orders. exeTcise in the Church; and the Bishop's power they 
ascribe to the apostolical commission, and that commission to 
Christ ; amd thus they make out the divine institution of epis- 
copacy. And this, I aver, was the universal opinio^, so far as 
tfie records of antiquity inform us, from the first foundation. Of 
the Christian Church ; as J hope to make appear In due time. 
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Now, Sir, what have you to say to this quotation ? Beader ! 
hear it, and be astonished. ' The highest Ih'iest might have been 
the stdndinff Moderator of the Presbjrtery' — * The standing 
Moderator P Whence did that language come 1 Not from the 

Srimttive Church, certainly. No \ it came from Geneva. Pray, 
ir, has a Moderator among you the supreme power of the 
keys? Do the members of your Presbytery derive the power 
of administering the sacraments' from him 1 Can they not 
administer them but in subordination to him ? How strikingly 
preposterous is it to suppose your Moderator^ if he were even 
to hold his office for life, would answer to Tertullian's Higft 
Priest, or Bishop ! All the essential traits of character in ^e 
latter are totally wanting in the former. This conceit^ there- 
fore, will answer no purpose but to excite contempt. 

Another testimony from TertuUian, is the following : " Let 
us see what milk the Corinthians drew from Paul ; by what rule 
theGalatians were reclaimed; what the Philippians,- Thessa- 
lonians, and Ephesians read; what, likewise, our neighboul* 
Romans say, to whom both Peter and Paul left the jGospel, sealed 
with their blood. We have, also. Churches f(5unded by John '/ 
for though Marcion rejects his Apocalypse, yet the order or 
succession of Bishops, when traced up to its priffinal, will be 
found to have John for its author," in the Churches which he 
planted^ ' 

In this passage, TertuUian asserts that St. John founded 
Churches, and that he ordained Bishops for them — such Bishops 
as existed at the close of the second century— who were the 
high priests of the Church, the supreme dispensers of the s.acra- 
ments, which even Presbyters could not administer without their 
authority, and in subordination to them ; and who, consequently, 
were the supreme governors of the Churches. Such Bishops, 
and not that modern manufacture^ standing Moderators y did 
St. John establish, in all the Churches which he founded. If any 
tiling can be more decisive^ than this, I know not what it is. Let 
it also be constantly kept in mind, that I have produced a chain 
of evidence for diocesan episcopacy, from the latter end of the 
fourth century, up to the beginning of the third, endmg in Origen, 
and now continued into the second century,- by TertuUian. No 
link in the chain, as yet, appears wanting. Tertullian's evidence 
is clearly of the same nature with that of Cyprian, and all his 
contemporaries ; so that no cavils can possibly obscure It. 

TTiere is another consideration which the impartial inquirer 
shcTuld keep constantly in his mind — it is this, that all the testi- 
monies hitherto produced, not only evftice that diocesan episco- 
gacy was the government of the Church when the authors wrote, 
ut that it was so, in their opinion, from the very foundation of 



r HabeoftiB et Joannia alvranaa ecclesias: nam etri Apocaljpsim ejus Marcion 
reapuit, ordinea tamen epiacoporum ad or^inem repenaus, in Joannem stabit auctorem 
— 1. 4. adv, Mareion, 
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Christianity; in short, that it was a divine institution. Let these 
considerations be kept in min'd, I say, and it will greatly facilitate 
the perception of that truth we are in pursuit of. ' 

The next quotation from Tertullian is of the same nature with 
the last. He challenges the heretics to " produce the originals of 
their Churches, and show the order of their Bishops so running 
down successively from the beginning, as that every first Bishop 
among them shall have had for his author ^nd predecessor some 
one of the Apostles, dr apostolical men who continued with the 
Apostles. For in this manner, the §ipostolic Churches bring down 
their registers; as the Church of Smyrna from Polycarp^ placed 
there by John ; the Church of Rome frcim Clement, ordamed by 
Peter ; and so do the rest prove their apostolical origin, by exhi- 
biting those who were constituted their Bishops by the Apostles,* 
Here again we have episcopacy of apostolic institution; Bishops 
placed over the Churches by the Apostles themselves — not stand- 
ing Moderators, but officers who ha4 power out of the presby- 
tery as well as in it j. and much more power when out than in — 
not Rectors of parishes, with a tribe of useless curates about them ; 
but those officers who authorized Presbyters to administer the 
sacraments, and, of consequence, to dispense the word of life; 
still controlling them in the exercise of those powei:s, and by th^se 
very circumstances keeping a rod of discipline over their heads, 
which we I910W they frequetitly applied to the disobedient, to the 
" punishment of wickedness and vice, and to the maintenance of 
true religion and virtue." These weie TertuUian's Bishops, and 
these, he tells us, were the pishops established over the Churches 
by the Apostles. 

We shall now find no difficulty in answering your objectionS| 
and showing their extreme weakness. 

l.ApoL ** In our reUgipus assemblies," says Tertullian, "cer- 
tain approved Elders preside, who have attained their office by 
merit and not by bribes." Again : De Corona, " We receive 
the sacramept of the Lord's Supper from'the hands qf none but 
the Presidents of our assemblies." IMd, " Before we go to the 
water to be baptized, we first, in the church, under the hand o£ 
the President, profess to renounce the devil." You, besides, 
inform us, that Tertullian says, the Christians where he resided, 
received the JjOrd's Supper three times in every week. Your 
inferences from, all these are,^ 'that Presbyter, President, and 
Bishop, are employed by Tertullian, as titles of the same import:' 
and that it Was impossible for one ni^n to perform all the bap- 
tisms, land administer the Lorp's Supper three times a week to 
all his fiock. And ' to impossibility^ absurdity is added, by sup- 
posing, as Episcopalians must, that the Bishop did all this wheii 
he had many Presbyters under him, who were all invested by 
the very nature of their office, \ritii ^e poww of administering 
both sacram^ts-as, well bs himseUV'^ This, Sir, is your aecouut 

■ I. Ill ■! 

8 TEBTi7U.iANde|»r<8«eript.o, 82. " 

i X««;rV. p.l70, 171, 173. 
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of the matter ; and let you tell your own story, there is some 
little speciousness in it. But, perhaps, things ^re not exactly as 
you represent them. Let us give Tertullian a fair hearing. 

But first I would observe, that it is upon 'uonr plan of govern- 
ihent, not upon ours^ that there are both impossibility' and 
< absurdity.' According to that plan, the Bishop was the Kector^ 
the Presoyters were his curates or assistants; for you allow 
preachhig Presbyters as well as ruling Elders, to have gene- 
rally been' in the city churches. But unfortunately for you^ 
all the Presbyters at Carthage administered the sacraments; 
80 did those at Rome, as we find from the writings ^ of Cy- 
prian. AtRome^ we know to a certainty, there were forty-six. 
Presb3rters ; and not the shadow of a ruling Elder there. If, then, 
according to your interpretatioaof Tertullian, the Bishop, that is,^ 
the Rector, administered both sacraments with his own hands^, 
and he cdone \ and that he administered one of them, the Eucha- 
rist, to thousands of Christians three times a week (for we know 
that there were thousands in that Church ;) I beg to know how 
title impossibility of all this.is removed by your pfiin. If the con- 
gregation at Carthage' was but one, and that one congregation 
consisted of many thousands, then a single person could not pos- 
sibly discharge all these duties ; for you take care to interpret 
Tertullian in such a manner as to exclude the Presb3rters from 
having any hand in the business. You say, expressly, ' the man 
who pelrformed every baptism in the church under his care, and 
who adn)iinistered the Lord's Supper thr^ times every week to 
all the members of his church, could only have been the pastor of 
one congregation.' And I say, even so, vehen that congregation 
consisted of many thousands, as I have proved it did at CarUiaffe,^ 
he could not have discharged those duties without the aid of his 
Presbyters, And thus, ' impossibility' and * absurdity' are :feirly 
retorted upon you. . 

B)it, Sir, neither of these consequences has any connexion with 
the diocesan episcopacy, when you take Tertullian by the right 
handle. He says, " The Christians," in his time, " received the 
sacrament of the Lord's Supper from the hanas of the Presi- 
dents alone." Pray, Sir, how do you know that these Presi- 
dents were the Bishops only ? Tertullian gives them no character 
which obliges us to confine ourselves to that sense. It is very 
certain, (hat Presbyters are Presidents over the particular con=* 
gregations in which they officiate. We cannot, therefore, deter- 
mine the meaning of the title without some distinctive characters, 
such as Firmilian gives to his presiding Elders — the characters of 
performing confirmation^ and conferring holy orders^ which 
aiettle the meaning of the title presiding Elders^ without any 
farther comment. 

But, Sir, to put this point beyond thepossibillty of a reply, let 
us consider the scope of the passage in Tertullian, relating to the 
Lord's Supper, ^his I will do in the words of the author oC An 
original Draught of the Primitive Churchy *c. That ej^cej. 
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lent writer observes, '^ TertiiUi.aa was contending for the authority 
of tradition for many common rites then used in the Christian 
Church, without a Scripture warreoit for them. Amongst these 
customs, he instances a general practice in the Church tien to 
communicate in th6. morning, different from the time of the insti- 
tution itself;^ and together with that, this which we are now 
speaking of, that they received the communion jrom the Presv- 
denVs hands alone; both equally common in his days inUie 
Christian Church ; which, to make as clear an interpretation of 
it as we can, I think implies neither more nof less than this^ ^at 
as the sacrament was then generally administered in the morning, 
so wherever it was administered, the consecrated eleftiehts Were 
usually delivered to the communicants (as it is indid^ most in use 
now) by the hands of them only who presided in the seVeijal 
assembli^ where those holy exercises were performed ; that is,! 
humbly conceive^ by the officiating ministers themselves.^ And 
what appearance of proof Is there in all this, for a Bishop'^ per- 
sonally distributing the blessed, elements to every communicant 
in his whole diocese at one time and in one place 1 I desire the^ 
words and context may be sifted^ and I should willingly dt down 
by the reader's judgment."'' 

But it may be asked, did hot all adult catechumens profess, 
before baptism, to renounce the devil, the pomps, &c., in the pre- 
sence of the Bishop? How does this accord w*^th his being a 
diocesan 7 I answef, the word antistes does not necessarily 
imply a Bishop; buti will admit that it does; and I will farther 
concede, that the cpitechumens, at least those of the city churches, 
did generally make their profession of faith before the Bishop ; 
biit still, you will derive no advantage from it, for Tertullian 
informs. us, that " it was a very large space of time which was 
set apart for this very ordering of baptism every year, even the 
ffiy days front, Better to Whitsuntide V'^ So that hundreds in 
that time, in a pretty large diocese,, might have made this pro- 
fession ; and many of them, if not all, had it been necessary. 
Blight have been baptized too by him ; but that^ Tertullian does 
not say, and, therefore, you have no right to say so. All thait he 
says, is, " that the Bishop hath a right of Baptism, ftliat is, the 
first, the chief right,} and, then the Presbytery; but, for the 
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to every impartial mind,^ continuation of that chain of evidence, 
which I am running tip to the age of Apostles. 

u Bucharistifle sacramehttufi, et in tempore victu% et omnibus mandatnm a Pomioo^ 
eUam antelnaftnia ceetibus, oec de aliOTom maiiu« quam Prewdditiam samsDiiA.' 
^itatVL, deCama, p. 121. 

T Whereas in inany places (as Jnatin Martyt trils as) the t).eaQoiui used tt> do it . 

wMfaught Prim. Churchi'Scc^ p. 66; 6r. 
> X Z>iefm baptismo solennem pasclsa^rftstat ezinde Pentecoste, ordinandis laracrb 
latissimum spatinm est, quo et.ITomiai resurrectio inter discipulag fir^uentata est 
TxKTVL. de Bapt. c. 1& 
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Still ftscending to the sourc^ of all ministerial authority in the 
Church of Christ, the next author I shall quote, is Clemens Alex- 
andrinus. This ^v^iter was contemporary with Tertullian, an)! a 
Presbyter of the Church of Alexandria. He was also the immediate 
predecessor of the famous Origen, in the philosojihical and 
theological school of that city. After Tertullian and Origen , and 
the other writers of the third century, have so explicitly given 
their testimony td the apostolical institution of episcopacy, we 
may be pretty certain that Clemens intimates nothing to the con- 
trary ; but if he did, it could have no weight against such volu- 
minous evidence.. Let it also be considered, that the Church of 
Alcpcandria, at that time, was unquestionably episcopal ; that 
Demetrius was the Bishop, and Clemens one 6f his Presbyters ; 
and that the congregations in that city and the neighbouring 
country Vere numerous. Let it be further rememberei^, that 
complete evidence has been given that Bishops were then 
diocesaTL-^ih^i they had the supreme power (jf the keys — that 
neither Presbyters, nor Deacons could jidminister the sacraments 
but by their authority^and under their control — that, of conse- 
quence, they had a.' suprefnacy of jurisdiction as well' as a 
priority of dignity — a^id, lastly, that they had the sole power 
of ordination and cohfirrnation. Let these things, I say, be con- 
sidered, and then we shall perceive Clemeujs l^aring the same 
testimony that the writers subsequent to his time have borne. 

To come Atihe true meaning of such writers as Clemens and 
Origen, who, you know, were deeply tinctured with Platonic 
mysticism, is not always an easy matter. When they speak like 
other folks, they are very intelligible, and generally instructive ; 
but when they involve themselves in all^isions, we may some- 
times wander long before we reach the point they have in view. 

The propriety of this observation wilf. be evident to our 
readers, upon the very first inspection of the p^sages usuajiy 
qiioted from Clemens. In his Stromata^^y or Miscellunies, lie 
represents a true Gnostick,'"as master oT all his passions, and 
then Improving in good works till he becomes equal to an angel 
here ; and being bright and shining as the sun, hastens on through 
his righteous knowledge, and the love of God, to a holy man- 
sion, as the Apostles did before,'^ He further says, " ^very one 
who exercised himself in the eommandmienfs of the Lord, and 
Jived as a perfect Ghofitick according to the Gospel, might be 
adnutted into the apostolic toll j " that is, admitted to as high a 
seat in heaven. He further explains *lmself in these words: 
" He is a Presbyter in the Church indeed, and a true Deacon of 
'the will of God. if he does and teaches the things of the Lord j 
not ordained oi men, or therefore thought a righteous person, 
because made a t^resbyter, but because righteous, therefore 
chosen into^that Presbytery ; and though he be not JionOured 
with the first seat here on earth, y^t shall hereafter sit down on 

. y Page 792, 793. ' ^ . ^ ' ; 
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the twenty-four throneB, judging the people) as St. John says in 
the Revelations." — " The sense of this whole peculation, I think," 
says the candid and judicious Slater,' " appears plainly to be this, 
that m respect of true intrinsic excellency here, and of a title to 

Ssrfect bliss and happiness hereafter, neither Apostle, Presbyter, 
eacon, nor Layman, has any great advantage of one another, 
by any outward character, title, or difference of order they may 
have below, but purely as they excel one another in Christian 
virtue, divine knowledge, wisdom, and goodness ; and so are 
more perfect Christian Gnostics than the rest. And, therefore, 
if a Presbyter (in particular) be such a qualified saint as this, 
though he be not honoured with the first seat here ; that is, 
(says he) with as high a seat as any I have named to you, which, 
in plain connexion with the whole argument, is, with an Apos- 
tolical chair in the Church, (for an Apostle was one of the orders 
in his comparison, amongst the rest,) yet he shall sit in the twenty- 
four thrones, judging the people, as John speaks in the Revela- 
tions ; as if he had directly said, although he may not sit in a 
Bishop's place, Twhose see Tertullian, contemporary with Cle- 
mens, calls an Apostolical chair j and the Church at that aee 
acknowledged Bishops to be' their proper successors) yet he 
shall sit (says Clemens) at the last day, among the chiefest saints, 
to judge the world with Christ ; and that the mentioning of a 
first chair of a Presbytery, in the sense in which the father 
names it here, should imply, that every Presbyter, who sat in the 
Presbytery also, should be of equal order with him who sat in 
the first and highest seat in it, by this evidence of Clemens' for it, 
I leave now to the reader's judgment on the place." 

The next testimony I have to produce, is taken from the third 
book of his Pedagogue, chapter 12th.^ After having pointed out 
some texts of Scripture, as containing a >summary of the duties 
which concern Christians in general, he adds, " There are other 
precepts without number which concern men in particular 
capaciti^ ; some of which relate to Presbyters — others which 
belong to Bishops, and others respecting Deacons ;" from which 
it is incontrovertible, that Clemens asserts the same form of 
government to be in the Church that Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, 
and all the other writers of the third century, did ; and also that 
he considered the respective duties of these several orders to be 
distinctly stated in the holy Scriptures, and, consequently, that 
these orders are of divine origin. 

But, Sir, how will all this agree with your scheme 7 How will 
it accord, with the^ notion of a Moderator of a Presbytery ? What 
precepts hi the holy Scriptures peculiarly relate to him ? What 
appropriate duties belong to him, excepting the duty of collecting 
the votes of the Presbytery ? There certainly could not be much 
need of a Scriptural precept.for that A jittle common sense and 
honesty are quite jiiifficient to qualify any man for that business, 

J, Page 223, 224. a Arcbbiabop Pottsh'b Church Government^ p. U2. 
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Indeed, the idea is quite ridicutous ; uid, therefore^ I shall 
miss it. 

Now what sort of a Bishop he was, who had the^r^^ Beat on 
earth — ^to whom duties belonged, distinct from those belon^ingr 
to a Presbyter, to a Deacon, and to a Layman, all the writers 
quoted have fuily taught us ; and surely I need not menticm 
again his peculiar powers and privileges. 

My next quotation, I take from your book, p. 159. '^ Now in 
the Church here, the progressions of Bishops, Presbyters, 
Deacons, I deem to be imitations of the angelical glory, and 
of that dispensation which the Scriptures tell us they look for, 
who, following the steps of the Apostles have lived according to 
the Gospel, in the perfection of righteousness. These men, the 
Apostle writes, being taken up into the clouds, shall first minister 
as Deacons, then be admitted to a rank in the Presbytery, accord- 
ing to the progression in glory : for glory diflfereth from glory, 
until they grow up to a perfect man." 

The interpretation you give to this passa^e^ appears to me to 
be highly unwarrantable. You infer, that Bishops and Pres- 
byters are of the same order, because Clemens says, he deems 
the progressions in the Church " io be imitations of the angelical 
glory ;" and the Scriptures, you say, mentioning only angels 
and archangels, according to the comparison of Clemens, there 
can be but two orders in the Church. 

It is, really, very extraordinary, that a candid adversary, as 
yon profess yourself to be, should lay hold of such an Obscure 
circumstance as this, to invalidate Clemens' explicit enumeration 
of the different orders Of the Church. Clemens does not say, 
that Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons, are imitations of the 
two-fold orders of angels and archangels, but of the angelical 
glory ; and in that glory, the Scriptures assure us, there are 
thrones^ and dominions, and principalities, and powers. The 
object Clemens had in view, was not to show, that there was just 
such a number of orders in the Church as in the heavenly man- 
sions ; but to show that there is a progression here below, as well 
as in heaven — to show that the officers of the Christian Church 
are no more formed upon a plan of equality, than the inhabit- 
ants of the heavenly temple. What consummate folly would 
it have been, had Clemens pretended to determine what orders 
are comprehended under the two grand distinctions of angels 
and archangels ! He does not so much ais mention them, but 
confines himself entirely to the idea of progression ; as there 
are progressions in heaven, so there are also in the Church upon 
earth. * 

Besides, as Slater observes, »^ " since Deacons and PrcsbytCTs 
have unquestionably a distinct order from one another, and yet 
but one common word [u^Komf] is used to express these two 
progresMons, $nd that of the third together with Ihem ; it is a 

b Page 826. 
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forced and unwarrantable construction of the venerable father's 
phrase, to make him mean a difference of order between two of 
those progre^ssions, and no difference at all in the third." Further : 
when Clemens advanced his glorififed saints ftom the inferior 
state of Deacons into the Presbytery afterwards, he did not 
consummate their bliss there ; but adds, that " glory differs 
from glory," till they " increase to a perfect man." And that 
this " increase to a perfect man," was a farther advancement than 
that of his Deacon and Presbyter saints before, is not only evident 
by what he adds immediately upon it, viz. : that such as those 
rest in the holy mount of Goo, in the uppermost Church, where 
the philosophers of God do meet together, (so his Platonic phrase 
is,) and a great deal more of that superlative character of them— 
but, 1 think, is undeniably clear, at his summing up this whole 
argument, a leaf or two after, in tl^ese words : " You see what 
wisdom says of these Gnostics. And in proportion to this, there 
are different mansions, according to the believers. Solomon 
says, a select grace of faith shall be given to him, and a more 
delightful . lot in the temple of the Lord. This comparative 
shows there are inferior ones in God's temple, which is the 
universal Church ; and it gives us to understand that there is a 
superlative one too, where the Lord is* These three elect man- 
sions are signified by the numbers in the Gospel^ of thirty, sixty^ 
and an hundred-fold. And the perfect inheritance is theirs, 
^ wf^o attain to the perfect man, according to the image of the 

toRD." 

I think, Sir, you niust allow that this H a pretty difilcult 
speculation, and perhaps ^a pretty fanciful one too. All that is 
clear in these quotations, is, I am persuaded, on our side of the 
question. It is clear, that he enumerates the three orders in the 
Chureh — that he gives to the Bishop the first seat j and that he 
asserts that there are different precepts in the Scriptures belong- 
ing to each order ; which necessarily implies, that there is some 
important distinction between the Bishop and the Presbyter, 
as there is between the Presbyter and the Deacon. Thus, all 
is consistent, and perfectly accords with the numerous testis 
monies previously quoted. 

Let me just observe, before I quit this point, that the great 
champions of Presbytery, Blondel, Salmasius, and Daille, could 
not perceive in Clemens, what it seems you have discovered. 
They ^-cknowledge that diocesan epiacopaLcy was thq general 
government of the Church, before the time of Clemens. Many 
other able writers acknowledge the same, as ypu will see by 
Qoxisvlting Sage's Cyprianic Age. Nay, some go up as high as 
the apostolic age, or thereabouts. Baxter, as quoted by Bishop 
Hoadly, acknowledges tha,t there w^e fixed Bishops in the time 
of St.. John. Doddridge, as quoted by Chandler,® admits that 
|he distinction bet weeli Bishop a.ad Presbyter, h^ b^iv tufi 

Appcalt P« ^0. Lectures, p. 493. 
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ancient as the time of St. Ignatius ; and Le Clerc, a divine of 
the Church of Holland, says, " I have always professed to believe 
Uiat episcopacy is df apostolical institution, and, consequently, 
very good ; and that man had no manner of right to change it 
in any place, unless it was impossible otherwise to reform the 
abuses that crept into Christianity."*^ Grotius, also, was of the 
same opinion with Le Clerc, as appears f)rom his Annotations 
on tiie Consultations of Cassknder article xiv. : and from testi- 
monies concerning him, annexed to his book De veritate, &c. 
Now, Bir, the concessions of these men must have proceeded 
from a conviction, that the fathers were universally against 
presbytery. It could not have proceeded from want of learning ; 
for all the world acknowledge that they were very learned men. 
Nor for want of zeal ; for some of them contended strenuously 
against the divine right of episcopacy. Do not then these con- 
cessions afford a very strong presumption, that you have given 
your readers a very partial and unfair view of the primitive 
writers ? To me it appears that you have given such a view, to 
a degree far beyond what I expected, when I began to sift your 
testimonies ; and I cannot but flatter myself, that hitherto, I 
have fully supported my assertion. 

As to your other quotations from Clemens, in which a Bishop 
is called a Presbyter, that puerility has been answe^^d so often, 
that I am ashamed to say any thing more about it. 

The father who comes next in course, is Irenseus. But aa 
this letter is sufficiently extended, I shall begin my next with 
his testimonies. 



LETTER VII. 

Rev. Sir: 

I SHALL now proceed, in coursci to consider the testimony 
. of Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, in Gaul. 

Let it be remembered, that Irenaeus flourished about twenty 
years before Tertullian and Clemens — that he was, first, a Pres- 
b3rter in the Church of Lyons, and, after the death of Pothinus, 
was raised to the episcopal chair ; and that he was a disciple of 
the celebrated Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, who had been, in 
his youth, well acquainted with the Apostle John. Such a man 
must certainly have known what the government of the Church 
was from the apostolic age. 

The following testimonies I take from your own translation 
of Irenaeus ; lib. iii. cap. 3 : ^^ The apostolic tradition is present 
in every Church. We can enumerate those who were coQ« 

d As quoted by. the Bishop of Lincoln. 



Letter VIl} twtimony of the vATnxntt. 7ft 

stituted Bishops by tke Apostles in the Churohes, and their 
successors even to its, who taught no such thing. By showing ' 
the tradition and declared faith of the greatest and most ancieni 
Church of Rome, which she received from the Apostles, and 
which is come to us through the succession, we confound all 
who conclude otherwise than they. ought." Again ; lib. iv. cap. 
53 : " True knowledge is the doctrine of the Apostles, accord- 
ing to the succession of the Bishops, to whom they delivered 
the Church in every place, which doctrine hath reached us, 
preserved in its most full delivery," 

Further ; lib. v. cap. 20 : " These are far later than the Bishops 
to whom the Apostles delivered the Churches."^ 

Once more ; hb. 4. cap. 43 : " Obey 4hose Presbyters in the 
Church who have the succession, as. we have shown, from the 
Apostles; who with the succession of their episcopacy, have 
the sure gift of truth, according to the good pleasure of the 
Father. But as to the rest, who depart from the. succession, 
and are assembled in any place whatsoever, we ought to suspect 
them, and look upon them as heretics, and such as disturb the 
peace, as persons puffed up," &c.* 

Now, what Irenaeus showed us before, was this : " We can 
reckon up to you those who were instituted pishops by the Apos- 
tles themselves — ^to whom they committed the Churches — left 
4gtllem their successors, delivermg up to them their own proper 
place of mastership in them."'' 

Here we clearly see what kind of Presbyters Irenaeus means, 
even such, as the Apostles themselves were — Presbyters of a 
superior kind — to whom the Apostles delivered up their own 
proper place, or mastership in the Church. The Apostles did 
not deliver up this mastership to all the Presbyters in the 
Church of Rome, but to one superlatiVe Presbyter, or Bishop, 
who exercised the same authority that the Apostles -themselves 
did. 

This singular succession, so universally, without one except 
tion> mwntained by the primitive Cliurch, has always appeared 
to me to be a decisive argument in favour of the superiority of 
Bishops. For upon what principle of common sense, of pro- 
priety, of policy,- could an hidividual succession be maintained, 
if that individual did not possess powers superior to those of the 
Presbyters over whom he held, as Irenaeus speaks, a mastership? 
That mastership over the clergy, the Apostles held;, that 
mastership, they committed to an individual in every Church, 
ifor the ^ame purpose. Does not this necessarily imply a singu- 
Istrity of commission and powers ? Will it do to say, as you did 
before, '^the Bishop might have been a standing jnoderatorV^ 
I really, Sir, wonder that you can have recourse to this coa? 



. ft Ddctor M. has thought proper to omit from — "But as to the rest," &c. pftr 
irhftb reason be knows best^ ' ' 
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temptible evasion. Were the Apostles no more than moderators? 
Did their superiority, Uieir mastership^ consist in collecting the 
votes of the Presb^rtery? What authority has a m>oder<Uor 
over his brethren? Does he possess a single, spiritual power, 
which they do not? Has he, in a peculiar manner, the care of 
the Church ? Does he hold a rod of discipline in his hands, as 
the Apostles did ; as we shall see, in due time, Timothy did ; and. 
as we have already seen the Bishops did ? In the very nature of 
ihe thing, this mastership implies a sux^eriority of dignity and 
jurisdiction. Masters^ and yet perfectly on iei footing with those 
whom they govern ! The successors of the Apostles in the 
government of the Church, and yet upon a level with Presbyters, 
who never were so distinguished I Always discriminated, in 
consequence of this succession, by the name of the city in which' 
they resided, and yet not having a single distinctive power from 
the other Presbyters ! These, Sir, are very strange things^ I hope 
you will excuse us, Episcopalians, if we &eat them as, ^contemfpt- 
ible puerilities.^ 

" But Ireneeus calls a Bishop, a Presbyter 5 and says, Presbyters 
were the- successors of the Apostles." 

It has. Sir, ever been the conduct of our adversaries in this 
dispute, to pay more regard to names than things, Whe^tthey 
find an instailceof a Bishop's being called a Presbyter, (whi<ii, 
by the way, is very seldom,) they speak with as much confid4it% 
triumph, as if episcopacy had received its death wound. Even 
when the word Presbyter has the distinctive characters assigned 
to it of 77iastership, supremacy of the keys, confirmation^ 
nrdination, Apostolical succession ; stiH it answers no purpose. 
The same thing is perpetually reiterated, and I do not see tiiat we 
-have any remedy but patiently to bear it. 

As a specimen of this confidence of assertion, I exhibit the fol- 
lowing extract from your 4th lietter. After you have quot^ 
Irenaeus, you ask, " What could be more conclusive ? If tiiis 
venerable father had been taking pains to show that he. employed 
the terms Bishop and Presbyter as different titles for the same 
office, he could scarcely have kept a more scrupulous and exact 
balance between the dignities, powers, and duties connected wiUi 
edch title, and ascribed interchangeably to both." 

Now, Sir, consider this. I have traced diocesan episcopacy 
from the fourth century up to the second, by such discriminating 
and lucid characters as cannot ea^ly be mistaken. I have shown 
by a cloud of witnesses, that it was not only the government of 
the Church when they wrote, but that it. had been so from the 
age of the Apostles. I have Observed that several of these writers 
have given us lists of- these diocesan Bishops, as Jerome, Euser 
bins, Tertullian, and Irenaeus ; that these Bicdiops had under 
their government a number of Presbyters, and numerous conr 
gregations^ that t^ose writers gav^ us no hipt of any chai^ge 
whatever, after- the close pf the apostolic age; but, on the cour 
trary, assert that, as the Church was left by the Apostles, «o, 
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in* point of government, it was in their times. Yet, after i^thi« 
evidence^ we are told, in the most positive manner, that the 
Church was presbyterian in the days of Irensus, because that 
Deither gives to a superior officer the title of an inferior — to a 
Bishop the title of Presbjrter ; cdthough, at the very time, by 
ascribing to his Presbyter the apostolic superiority and master- 
ship, he scarcely leaves it in our power to mistake him. Con- 
sider this, I say ; and if you can think that you are right, I have 
nothing further to say, than — enjoy your opinion in peace. 

It may be well, before I. conclude this testimony, to observe, 
that Irensus uses the same language, and, consecjuently, must 
have intended to convey the same ideas that Cyprian and other 
writers do. From singular succession they mfer episcopal 
superiority. Thus Cyprian: "What greater and better thing 
can I wish for, than to see the flock of Christ illuminated by 
the honour of ypur confession 1 For as it is the duty of all the 
brethren to rejoice on this account, so particularly the Bishop's 
portion of the common joy is greater, inasmuch as the glory of 
the Church is the superior's glory."^ Here the Bishop is evi- 
dently represented as a singular superior. Again: "What 
reason have we to be afraid of the wrath of God, when some 
Presbyters, neither mindful of their own station, nor regardful 
of the Bishop, their superior, are bold to assume all to them- 
•^ves, to the reproach and contempt of their superior, a thing 
never heretofore attempted under any of my predecessors."<i 
Does not Cyprian here tell us, that Bishops were superior to 
Presbyters, not only in his time, but under all his predecessors 1 
It would not have required many to reach the apostolic age, and 
but two or three at the most, to comprehend the period when 
. Irenaeus wrote. And yet it seems Cyprian, and Origen, and 
Tertullian, and Irenaeus, and others, mean nothing by this supe- 
riority, and mastership, and succession to the place of the 
Apostles — nothing but a Moderator ship. — Credat Judcdus 
ApeUa, non ego. [Let the Jew Apella believe it, not I.] 

i might here, Sir, institute two or three topics of argumenta- 
tion, such as that, in consequence of this singular succession 
and mastership, the Bishops formed a distinct college, and 
always styled one Buother colleagues ; a title which they never 
gave to Presbyters ; and also, that they were the only i^ersons 
Who gave definitive voices in provincial councils. We, mdeed, 
find a few instances of Presbyters and Deacons signing their 
nam^s to the deereei^ of councils ; but it was in consequei^;^ of 
their being the representatives of their Bishops, who did not 
attend. I might insist upon the superiority and variety of their 
titles;— rsuch as chief j^astor^ head, judge, governor, and what 
has be^ already poticed, Bishop of the city in, which they 
resided. These are all strong, corroborating circumstances 
upon which I migl^t dwell with c^dyantage to our cause^ But t 

p Bp. 13, 4 Ef. 16. 
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r0!ftlly think there has been m nnacb said already, that it ui quite 
needless to dwell any longer upon this stage of the dispute. 

There is, however, an error into which you have run, wbicli 
requires correction. You inform us that " Irenseus was Bishop 
of Lyons when he was sent with a letter from the Presbyters <rf 
that Church, to Eleutherus, Bishop of Rome, and that in that 
letter he is styled brother and colleague.'^^ Now, Sir, Eusebius, 
Book V. Chap. 4, tells us quite the contrary. He says, speaking 
X)f the sufferings of the Cliristians, " This account of things th^ 
Churches of Lyons and-Vienne communicated in an epistle to 
the Churches of Asia and Phrygia ; and likewise to Eleutherus, 
Bishop, in a letter which they sent by Irenseus, then one of the 
Presbyters, with a special recommendation of the person who 
carried it." Pothinus, their Bishop, had just received the crown 
of martyrdom. Irenaeus was but a Presbyter, and, therefore, he 
was very properly styled by the Presbyters their brother and 
colleague. It was after Irenaeus' return from Rome that he 
was made Bishop of Lyons.* You see. Sir, how much, at times, 
depends upon accuracy and fair statement. 

To these testimonies from Irenaeus I shall add that of 
Dionysius, the celebrated Bishop of Corinth, who flourished 
rather earlier than Irenaeus. You know, Sir, that Eusebius^ has 
preserved some fragments of his writmgs, particularly of some 
of his epistles ; one of which was written to the Lacedemoniajfts-* 
— ^another to the Athenians, in which he mentions the martyr- 
dom of Publius, their Bishop, and notices Quadratus his suo- 
cessor — the third, to the Cretan Churches, in which he gives a 
great character of Philip, their Bishop — the fourth, to the Church 
of the'Amastrians^ and the rest of the Churches in Pontus, in 
which he mentions Palma, their Bishop — the fifth, to the Gnos- . 
sians, wherein he dissuades Pinytus, their Bishop, from urging 
celibacy upoii his clergy; — and, lastly, a letter to the Church of 
Rome, inscribed to Soter, the Bishop. 

Here, again, we evidently have the same form of govemmeht 
that has hitherto uniformly presented itself to our view. Bishops 
in several cities, exercising authority over both clergy and laity, 
and deriving their succession from the Apostles; and, conse- 
quently, holding their superiority, their mastership, their fod 
of discipline. There were, beside^ these, a great number of 
very distinguished Bishops in that age, many of whom are mien- 
tionedTjy Eusebius^ with every mark of commendation^^virtuons, 
pious, learned, -zealous ; and of these, not a few received the 
crown of martyrdom. From such men there wds no danger of 
usurpation; no danger, if irhad even been in their power, of 
dianging the institutions of their blessed Master, for whom they 
freely shed their blood. Dionysiu^ you have not thought proper 
to notice. ' 



e See Rave's Idt, JSitt p. 60, f Lib. iv, c. 23, g Ibid. c. 2\. 



Letter VIL ] testimony of the fathers. 83 

Nor have you noticed Hegesippus, of whose history some 
fragments have been preserved by Eusebius. 

Hegesippus flonrisbed some time before Dion3r8ius. He was 
bom at the beginning of the second century ; so that he was, as 
Jerome speaks, vicinus Apostolorum temporum, near the times 
of the Apostles.'* He may be considered as a writer in the mid- 
dle of that age. According to the fragments in Eusebius,^ "he 
declares of himself, that as he had made it his business to visit 
the Bishops of the Church, so he had found them all unanimous 
in their doctrines ; and that the same books of the law, the same 
Grospel and faith, which God had revealed both before and by 
Christ, had been constantly preserved along with the succes- 
sion of the Bishops in all the Churches.^^ And further he says, 
that " the first heretic was Thebusis, who was disappointed in his- 
expectations of a bishopric."'' 

Now, Sir, is it not very extraordinary, that when all the writers 
of antiquity lay so much stress upon Apostolical succession^ 
there should be found so many teachers in the Church of Christ, 
who inform their people, that succession is a mere whim ? We 
have seen, that from the days of Jerome, who was a strict main- 
tainer of this doctrine, up to the author now under consideration,, 
an uninterrupted succession was considerekl as one necessary 
mark of a Christian Church ; and I think we shall find in our 
future speculations, that it was so considered by every other 
more ancient writer, who had any occasion to speak upon the 
subject, up to Clemens RomanUs, to the Apostles, and to Christ 
himself. It is owing to the wretched nbtions so many entertaia 

of the Cbrlstiaii uiiuisiry, tkc^i tho Church ia oo ^oform«d, aiid- 

rent with such a variety of sects ; that we have so many self- 
constituted teachers— so much ignorance, enthusiasm, and irregu- . 
larity among the preachers of the Gospel. These things ought 
not to be so 5 nor would they be so, were Christians better 
acquainted with the primitive regimen and discipline. 

We see now. Sir, from Hegesippus, who lived very near the 
apostoUc age, the same episcopal government that we have been 
hitherto exhibiting; the same doctrine of succession to the 
chairs of the Apostles, and, consequently, the same superiority 
and mastership. And it appears, from him, that this govern- 
ment was universal ; for every where in his travels, he found 
Pishops presiding over the clergy and laity — Bishops, pure and 
unanimous in their faith, and deriving t}ieir authority by vica- 
Hous ordination from the hands of the Apostles. 

The next author you quote is Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis, a 
city of Asia. I need not transcribe the passage, as the only obser- 
vation you make is, that he styles tne Apostles, Presbyters^ 
And certainly he might do it with great propriety, when they 
style themselves so. But does he style mere Presbyters, Apostles 

pr Bishops^? When you find instances of that kind in the second 

« 

}) J?« /Script, e. 29* i E^^seb, IJeclea, ERst. Ub. iy, c. 22, . k )bi^ 
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I, and subsequent centvries, produce them, and thej shall be 

( treated with due attention. ' . 

AAer I had written the above, I perceived that I had inadvert^ 

\ ently passed over your long quotation from Justin Martyr, who 

' was earlier than irenaeus, but to whom you have postponed him. 

^ Why you have quoted him, I ^o not know, unless it be to give 

you an opportunity of saying something against a forrn of 
prayer,^ The word President affords no testimony either for 
or against episcopacy. We must have some characteristic of the 
person who presides in public worship, to determine whether he 

' IS a Bishop or a Presbyter ; but Justin gives us none. No doubt, 

the Presidents were sometimes the one, and sometimes the other, 

— I can perceive nothing, either for your purpose or mine^ in 

Justin. 

We are now about to open a pretty wide field of controversy, 

' whtch the epistles of Ignatius^ as you have managed them, wUl 

necessarily occasion. 

You inform us, that " the. epistles which go under the name of 
this venerable Christian Bishop, have been the subgectof much 
controversy." Not much, since the days of Pearson an d Hammond, 

I whose vindications never have been, and I will venture to assert, 

never will be answered. Blondel, Salmasius, and Daille, who 
were Undoubtedly learned men, tried all in their power to invalK 
date those epistles j but they were so triumphantly vindicated by 
the above named writers, that no person has since attempted to 
d^ any thing more than to carp at them. The great body of the 
leatned of all denominations,"^ acknowledge the shorter epistles, 
jmbiished by Usher and Vossius, to be genuine, and entirely free 
from those corruptions which were universally admitted to belogg 
to the larger epistles. 



I Upon two words in Justin, Dr. M. in a note, makes the followine^ observations : 
" This passage is one among the numerous testimonies with which antiquity abounds, 
that there were no forma of prayer used in the primitive Church." This must be 
meant of tha first three centuries; for in the fourth, it wna notoriously otherwise. 
Where those ' numerous testimonies ' are to be found, I acknowledge myself pro- 
foundly ignorant ; nor need I, in the least, concern myself about them, if they imply 
no more than the words of Justin. The ej^pression hat} Svvajjits is not badly rendered 
by, according ttf his ability ; but it may, at least with equal propriety, be translated, 
toitkaU might and power^ and then it may relate to the ardency, and intemseneSB of 
devotioo, and not to the invention of words. To prove thid otherwise, may, for 
aught 1 know to the contrary, be within the compasGi of the Dr.'s critical skill; but I 
take the liberty to say, that I very much doubt it. ^ 

Whoever wishes to see this controversy managed with ability, should read BiN<B- 
HASf, Combeb; WHSikTLY, Wellb, The London Cases, and- 2%e Bktckamith^B 
Letter. 

m UsHBB, Vossius, Grotius, Pbtavius, Bull, Wake, Cave, Cotele< 
BIUS,Grabe, Dupin. Tillemont, Le Clebc, Bochart, Pabbicius, and many 
oUiers, have borne testimony to the genuineness and authenticity of the Mpietles tf 
Igkatius, See Hoeetlbv's Letters lo Priestley^ p. 34. EW^en Dr. Labi>nkr, « 
dissenter of grtei. lear^niag, and a very able critic, sayS) " 1 do not affirm tiuit there 
are in them any considerable corruptions or &\iera,tionB."-^Credibility of the Gospel 
ffistory, Vol IL p. 6?, This is the very language he m»s with respect to {be sacred 
Scriptures, v » 
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There are two opinions 9iaintained by Presb3rt6rian writers 
concerning the seVen epistles published by Usher and Vossius. 
The greater part acknowledge, that they were written by Igna- 
tius, but insist upon their having been interpolated. This opinion 
is attended with insuperable difficulties. The advocates for it 
cannot point out any quotations from the fathers which do not 
agree with the epistles. Nay they acknowledge ° that we have 
the same epistles that Eusebius had, and in the same state. They 
cannot name any father who had the least suspicion of their being 
corrupted, which, certainly, some one or other among so many 
learned men would have entertained^ had there been any ground 
for it. They run themselves into the absurd supposition, that 
the learned^ between the times of Ignatius and Eusebius, were 
in possession of the genuine epistles ; but by some legerdemain 
they were taken out of their hands, and interpolated ones sub- 
stituted in their place. They involve themselves in this pecu- 
liarly gross absurdity — that the Churches to which these epistles 
were written, and which, of coprse, had the original manuscripts 
in their possession, were in like manner juggled out of thera. 
And still farther, upon this opinion, they will find it impossible 
to give a rational answer to the question, why may not all the 
other writings of antiquity have been corrupted, if the Christians 
of the secorS and third centuries were so stupid, or so careless 
as to be imposed upon in this extraordinary manner ? Nay, what 
security have we for the purity of the Scriptures themselves, 
when those who settled the candn were not capable, (it would 
seem upon this hypothesis,) to distinguish between genuine and 
corrupt writings ^ These are seriotis considerations, which cer- 
tainly deserve the attention of those who have adopted this 
ainjustifiable opinion. • . 

The other supposition is, that Ignatius did not write any epis- 
tles. This was the opinion of Blondel. . Here we have one of 
the strongest instances upon record, to what an astonishing 
length the spirit of controversy will sometimes carry a man. 
Can it be justly deemed a breach of charity, to say with 
Grotiifs, when writing to Vosahife coneerning Blondel's opinion-r- 
" The Epistles of Ignatius, which your son brought out of Italy, 
pure from all those things which the learned have hitherto sus- 
pected, [in the larger epistles,] Blondel will not admit, because 
they afford a clear testimony to the antiquity of episcopaqy."" 
And the learnt Mosheinx acknowledges, ? although at the 
expense of consistency, that there would have been no dispute 
about those epistles, had they been silent oh the point of episco- 
pacy 5 and then adds, that they are involved in obscurity. To 
what, Sir, does this amount?. Undoubtedly to this— do not quote 
them in favour of episcopacy,, and we will admit them to be 



^^■ii^ 



■ n BLoy3>BL,-DAii«LB, SAiiiAeiPS, and AxBSitTiNUt ai^n^wiDdge it PaA«> 
BON'S Vindicime, tJhap. iv< . . 

o PsABBON's Vind, Chap. v. . p J9e Rebtu Chrittianorum,,&c. p. 161. 



•86 TfedTiMONV ot TH£ TkftmM. ILctter Vtl* 

ffenuine; but if you do, we will enter our caixse^ against thexu^ 
It is not hard to determine wliat name this deserves. 

This opinion of Blondel's is maintained in the face of all 
antiquity. Polyearp, the intimate friend of Ignatius, bears the 
following testimony in his epistle to the Philippiaos. " Ye 
wrote to me, both ye, and also Ignatius, that if any one went 
from hence into Syria, he should bring your letters with him; 
which also I will take care of, as soon as I shall have a conve- 
nient oppbrtunity, either by myself, or him whom I shall send 
upon your account. The epistles of Ignatius which he wrote 
unto «s, together with what others have come to our hands, 
we have sent to you according to your order ; which are. sub- 
joined to this epistle ; by which ye may be greatly proiSted. 
For they treat of faitli and patience, and of all things that per- 
tain to edification in the Lord." It is not possible to produce a 
more direct testimony 40 any writings, than this to the epistles of 
Ignatius. 

We have a testimony also from Irenaeus directly to our pur- 
pose. " As," says he, '* one of our people, for his^ testimony of 
God condemned to wild beasts, said — 1 atn the wMat of God, 
and ground by the teeth of wild beasts, that I might be found 
tp be pure bread?^ These words are in the fourth section of 
Ignatius' epistle to the Romans. And this passage is qIso cited 
from Irenaeus by Eusebius; who, in another place, likewise 
says: '^ Irenaeus rmentions Justin Martyr and Ignatius, making 
use of testimonies out of their writings." 

We meet with Ignatius twice mentioned by Origen. " Finally," 
says he, " I remember that one of the saints, Ignatius by name, 
has said of Christ, M'jr love is crucified^ Which words aiie 
in the epistle to the Romans. Again : " I have observed it 
elegantly written in an epistle of a martyr, I mean Ignatius, 
second Bishop of Antioch after Peter, that the virginity of 
Mary was unknown to the prince of this world,^^ This i^ in 
th^ epistle to the Epkesians, 

Eusebius, the learned historian of the fourth century, bears 
full testimony to these epistles. So do Chrysostom, and Jerome, 
and Theodoret, and Gelasius, in the same century. And if you 
wish to have any more, testimonies, please to consult Bishop 
Pearson, who produces them in every age, down to the four- 
teenth.? 

Now, Sir, before I proceed to the quotations from Ignatios, 
allow me to ask you a few questions. Can th^re be any evidence 
to a point of this kind more satisfactory than this? Can we 
suppose that men who lived so near the time of Ignatius, and 
who were so learned, so ingenious, so critical, were not compe- 
tent judges, whether the epistles of Ignatius were genuine or 
not? , Are men who so accurately decide upon the nrerits of the 
writings b^re thdr time, distinguishing with jfi^at judgment 

q See alBo Labdkeh's Credibitity, <ftc. Vol. II. Art. Ignat. 
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the genniaie from the doubtful and the spurious,, to be disre- 
garded in this instance only? What, was there pothing in the 
epistles of Ignatius to excite their suspicion of their being a 
forgery? Would not the circumstance of their making the 
government of the Church episcopal^ at a time when they must 
have known that it was presbyterian, (if it was really so,) have 
been an irrefragable proof that they were not written by Igna- 
tius ? Would not the style, the manner, the sentiments, and 
other circumstances, which, Presbyterian writers say, were not 
suitable to the age in which Ignatius lived, have struck those 
learned ancients as marks of forgery, or corruption, as readily 
and forcibly as they have struck a few motierTi^ ? With what 
information are we furnished, to enable us to decide with more 
precision upon this point, than the great critics of antiquity 1 
Let a single reason be given, why the learned of the third, fourth, 
and fifth centuries were not qualified to judge upon a point of this 
critical nature. Let them be proved ignorant and illiterate, or 
that they had some hypothesis to serve, or some interest to pro- 
mote by receiving these epistles ; and then we will acknowledge / 
that some abatement is to be made from their testimony. But 
if nothing of this sort can be done, as I am very certain it 
cannot, it is trifling to the last degree, to cavil at the epistles of 
Ignatius. 

I think it will be readily allowed, by every candid man, that 
the testimony of Ignatius must be of immense weight. Having 
been placed, by apostolic authority, at the head of the Church of 
Anlioch, and having governed it for forty years, the greater part^ 
of that time within the apostolic age, his testimony to a matter 
of fact, must be deemed of equal weight with that of an Apostle, 
unless there be reason to think him inferior in point of veracity. 
But his well known virtue and piety, equal to the virtue and 
piety of any one of the Apostles, judging from every known 
circumstance relating to either, forbid ev6ry suspicion of that * 

sort. The inspiration of the Apostles, in this case, gives them • 

no advantage whatever ; for it requires no inspiration for a man 
of common sense, to tell under what form of government he has 
lived during forty years, and the chief office of which, he himself 
discharged during that period. All this is so obvious, that I do 
not think any person of consideration will dispute it. 

Although you admit the genuineness of the Ignatian epistles, 
yet you do not seem to do it with a ffood grace. It comes from 
you reluctantly : yoii take care to tell us, that * in the opinion h 

of many of the ablest and best judges in the Protestant world, 
they are unworthy of confidence.' To what purpose is this ^ 

observation, if it be not with a design to keep the minds of your 
readers in a state of suspense, so as to prevent any bad impression, 
which the seeming favourableness of those epistles to our cause 
might possibly make ? 

But, Sir, I cannot see either the consistency or the advantage 
of this ; for, as you have made it appear, in your opinion, that 

Vol. L-^ • 
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Ignatius was altogether presbyterian^ it is astonishing to me, 
that you should insinuate one word to his disadvantage. If be 
be your friend, as you seem to think, why, in the name of con- 
sistency, do you not defend his epistles, by every argument 
which truth will admit? Why do you come reluctantly to his 
testimonies? They are the very testimonies you ought lo prize 
'most highjLy. Nothing can be more decisive but the sacred 
Scriptures ; and these must be perfectly clear and unequivocal. 

It is. Sir, to me very unaccountable, that Blondel, Salmasius, 
and DaiUe, should have laboured so hard to invalidate these 
epistles, when they are, if you be right, so clearly on their side 
of the question. To them, they must have appeared in a very- 
different point of light from what they do to you. If they had 
not been convinced that they were too episcopal for them to 
manage, they would have admitted them, and reasoned from 
them in favour of presb3rtery. This would have been argu- 
Tnentum ad Juymines, which would effectually have shut the 
mouth of every Episcopalian. But no ; they did not choose to 
try that experiment. Yx)u, on the contrary, venture to affirm, 
that, ^ instead of yielding to the cause of diocesan episcopacy 
that efl^cient support which is imagined, they do not contain a 
single sentence which can be construed in its favour ; but much 
which can only be reconciled with the primitive, parochial 
episcopacy, or presbyterian government, so evidently portrayed 
in Scripture.' This is adventurous enough. Let us see how it 
will turn out. 

Before I adduce my testimonies from Ignatius, I would remind 
my readers, that it has been fully proved by Scripture evidence, 
as well as from other authorities, that the Church of Antioch 
consisted of thousands of Christians, and, consequently, of 
numerous congregations, with a multiplicity of Presbyters to 
minister to them. Keeping this in mind, there will be no diffi- 
culty in determining what kind of episcopacy prevailed there. 

My first quotation shall he from the epistle to the Trallians. 
Ignatius exhorts them to be subject to their Bishop, Presbyters, 
and Deacons ; " for" says he, " without these, there is no Church" 
—that is, upon your hypothesis, without a Moderator, Pres- 
byters, and Deacons, there is no Church. What relation has a 
Moderator to a Church? None at all: his relation is entirely 
to the Presbytery ; and he has not a single duty to perform in 
that character to the people ; yet, Ignatius says, without this 
Moderator, who has no relation to the Church, there cannot be 
a Church. What would any man call this in plain English ? 
Nonsense. 

After exhorting the Trallians to beware of the poisonous 
doctrines of certain dangerous heretics, he adds : " And this you 
wiU do while you are not puffed up, nor separated from God, 
even Jesus Christ ; nor from the Bishop, and the commands 
of the Apostles"— that is, while you are not separated from the 
Moderator^ wUh whom, as such, you have no kind of con- , 
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nexion whatever. Again : " He that is within the aUar is pure ; 
but he that does any thing"" (belonging to the altar) " without 
the Bishop, Presbyters, and Deacons, is defiled in his conscience." 
" Without the Bishop" — that is, the Moderator, who, as such, 
has no relation to the altar ; and, in his character as Presbyter, 
is perfectly on a footing with his colleagues. Upon genuine 
presbyterian principles, then, Ignatius ought to have left out the 
Bishop ; who has no business at all in these epistles, but upon 
prelatical principles. 

In like manner, in the inscription of his epistle to the Philadel- 
phians, he " salutes them in the blood of Jesus Christ, our 
everlasting and permanent joy, especially if they were at unity 
with the Bishop, the Presbyters, and the Deacons." The Bishop 
is an essential character, with whom they were to be at unity ; 
but, as Moderator, his character is not essential in relation to 
the people, nor can he possibly be to them a centre of unity. 
Again : " Let no man do any thing of w'hat belongs to the 
Churchj separately from the Bishop. Let that be ^esteemed a 
valid Eucharist, which is celebrated by the Bishop, or by one 
whom he appoints. Without the Bishop, it is not lawful to 
baptize, nor to celebrate the feast of charity." The meaning of 
this is, upon your hypothesis — ^^ Let that be esteemed a valid 
Eucharist, which is celebrated by the" Moderator, " or by whom 
he appoints. Without the" Moderator, "it is not lawful to 
baptize, nor to celebrate the feast of charity." Absurdity upon 
absurdity, gross and palpable I 

Once more : " What is the Bishop but he that hath all authority 
and power ? What is the presbytery but a sacred constitution 
of counsellors and assessors to . the Bishop ? What are the 
Deacons but imitators of Christ^ and ministers to the Bishop, 
as Christ was to the Father?" "What is the Bishop," the 
Moderator, " but he that hath all authority and power?" Is 
that the case with a Presbyterian Moderator 7 Do yoi^ suppose 
that Ignatius meant '^ all authority arid power" over the votes of 
the presbytery ? Again : " What is the presbytery but a sacred 
constitution of counsellors and assessors to the" Moderator ? 
Is the presbytery called by the Moderator to counsel him how 
to conduct the affairs of the Church, how to exercise this pleni- 
tude of spiritual' power over Presbyters, Deacons, and Laity? 
I really. Sir, do not mean to insult your understanding by these 
questions; but the gloss you have given to the writings of 
Ignatius, is so consummately ridiculous, that I am astonished at 
your ever committing such thoughts to paper. And then not 
proposing your interpretation as a modest conjecture, but affirm- 
ing in liie most^ positive manner, that the testimony of Ignatius 
is in direct opposition to episcopacy, and in perfect conformity 
with presbyterian parity I W hen a man proceeds to this length, 
it becomes necessary to speak plainly, and on no account to 
suffer sttch bold assertions to pass unanswered. 

Nor wiU it, Sir, help you in the least, if you change the Word 
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Moderator, as some have done, for Pastor, or Rector, or Prime 
Presbyter, This makes no alteration in the thing": Still Igna- 
tius' Bishop, call him what you please, will be the first officer in 
the Christian Church, governing Presbyters and Deacons, and 
sevteral congregations — exercising the supreme power of the 
keys, and by necessary consequence, holding a supreme juris- 
diction ; and all this by divine institution — " according to the 
appointment of God the Father." 

These are but a few of the passages that might be adduced 
from the writings of Ignatius ; but they are full enough to show^ 
that the Christian Church was, up to the apostolic age, com- 
pletely prelatical, and that no change had taken place, as you 
and others fancy, between the first and the fourth century. 

Let us now see what you have to object to these decisive testi- 
monies. And here. Sir, I must previously observe, how very- 
unfair and uncandid it is, to retail to your readers several cavils, 
which have been proved in the most triumphant manner to be 
cavils, and yet never to take the least notice of any of the replies 
to them. You certainly must have heard of, if you have not 
read. Slater's Original Draught, in answer to Lord King, 
which, it has always been confidently said, made his Lordship a 
convert to diocesan episcopacy. Be that as it may, no answer 
was ever returned to it, and I am well satisfied no answer ever 
can foe returned. If you have heard of Slater's book, but not 
read it, you should have made a point of procuring it, and of 
stating his answers, that your readers might have a fair oppor- 
tunity of judging for themselves. You are not, indeed, singular 
in this respect, if that will afford you any plea. Boyse did so 
many years ago, and recently Dr. Campbell. The latter was 
answered by Bishop Skinner, and yet you have not taken the 
least notice of the Bishop's answer. At this rate, there is no end 
of disputing. Every few years the controversy is revived, and 
we have to go over the same ground perpetually. This is pre- 
cisely the conduct of the Deists. In their attacks upon Chris- 
tianity, they never take notice of the triumphant replies that have 
been made to their objections ; but come forward with as much 
confidence, and as much petulance, as if the field was entirely 
their own. This conduct, Presbyterians as well as Episcopahans 
very justly censure ; but when you are contending with us on 
the subject of Church government, forgetting your censure of 
the feists, you observe the very same kind of management. 
This is by no means fair and impartial., But to your objections. 

1. You say, that the Church, of which a Bishop had the care, 
is represented in the epistles as coming together to one placCy 
(Evirdavrd.) Now, Sir, you certainly know perfectly well, that 
this phrase does not so much denote a place as a thing in 
general, according to the grammatical rule with respect to 
neuter words ; and this you will find to be the case in the fol- 
lowing instances. 
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Slater observes' that ^Hhe, learned Grotius, explaining this 
phrase in Acts iii. 1, translates it in these words, circa idem 
tempuSf ' about the same Hme? And in Beza's translation of 
the New Testament, the note and paraphrase upon it, Acts ii. 
44, is this — that * the common assemblies of the Church, with 
their mutual agreement in the same doctrine, and the great unani- 
mity of their hearts, were signified by it.' Agreeably to this, is 
what we meet with in the Greek translation of Psalm xxxiv. 3, 
where that which the Septuagint render em rd ivrd, by , Aquila is 
translated 'O/io^u/Ka^av, with one mind and one heart. Justin 
MartjT also says, that ' all the Christians throughout cities and 
countries assemble cirtra ^vrd^ — certainly not in the same place, 
but for the same thing, or purpose, that is, to worship God. 
And in the fourth chapter oithe Acts it is said, that the kings of 
the earth stood up, and the rulers were gathered together 
em t6 avri against the Lord, and against his Christ. It would 
be absurd to suppose, that- they all actually assembled in one 
7)Zace, where the passage evidently means that they conspired 
together/or the same purpose, the word plainly pointing to the 
object, and^not to the place of their combination." 

It now, Sir, appears beyond all contradiction, that the phrase 
in question must alW|a3rs be interpreted according to the nature 
of the subject, and that possessing this latitude of meaning, your 
confining it to a sense which answers your purpose, is by no 
means admissible. 

But you will ask, how can ^ta rpoceoxh and /*<« ^ataa^ one prayer 
and one supplication, be consistent with a plurality of congre- 
gations ? 

I answer, that as there most certainly were several congrega- 
tions at Antioch, from the Scripture account of that Church, the 
one prayer and one supplication, must be accommodated to that 
idea y and there is not the least difiiculty attending it — for the 
expression may, with equal propriety, be understood in a two- 
fold sense — either as to the words in which prayer is expressed, 
or as to the sense and substance. That it is not meant to be one 
as to the words, you will certainly insist upon ; otherwise you 
would make Ignatius prescribe a liturgy, for which you do not 
appear to have much taste. And, therefore, " it must be under- 
stood with respect to the substance ; or, in plainer terms, it must 
be prayer made with strict an^ogy to the one common faith, and 
sound doctrine of the Catholic Church throughout the Christian 
world, as every true Christian prayer ought to be." 

" And that this was Ignatius' meaning, may be inferred, 1. 
From the words he immediately joins with it — one prayer, one 
supplication, one mind, one hope. The two latter words imply 
a plain unity in them, and yet have so diffusive a sense as to 
extend to all the congregations of the Catholic Church ;. and, 
^erefore, why not the two former ?--2. We may infer it also 
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from the use he was then making of it, which was directly to 
secure them from schismatical conventicles, and heretical notions; 
and since the Bishop himself was to approve (as we have seen 
Ignatius allowed him to do) of any minister whatsoever that 
should officiate for them, and thereby reserve to himself the 
inspection, visitation, and censure of them, (which is a natural 
consequence of it,) whatsoever prayer the people of his diocese 
should join in, with such a commissioned and approyed Presby- 
ter as this, could never bring them into that danger of schism 
which the holy martyr here warned them against ; but being 
orthodox, and as conformable to Christian faith and doctrine as 
the Bishop's own could be, would, in the true sense of the primi- 
I tive father, and to the great end for which he intended it, be that 

[* one prayer, which the Bishop and all his diocese were to offer 

J up to Gop." 

t " And that this was a true notion of the unity of prayer in the 

[ primitive Churches, Tertullian would satisfy us, if we would 

[ allow him to speak only what he could justify and make good in 

I \i\% Apology for all the Christians in the I^oman empire. He 

b takes the freedom to declare to the Roman magistrates what 

kind of prayer the Christian Churches used in general, how 
I innocent their petitions were, and frankly mentions several par- 

ticulars of them by way of upbraiding them all for persecuting 
subjects that lived and prayed so loyally and harmlessly as they 
did." If he could do this without some common liturgies in 
use among them, or some known canon of the ministerial offices ; 
surely it could be upon no other ground than this, that he was 
sure the Christian Church's prayers were one and the same, 
in all places, in the sense we are now speaking of ; that is, they 
were bound to bear a strict analogy to that one creed, that one 
and the same system of Christian doctrine, and that one divine 
model of all prayer, which our blessed Lord deUvered to them, 
and every one of them were known to be guided by. Other 
fathers, as ancient, or ancienter than Tertullian, speak in the 
same manner."^ But on this head, I think, there needs no more. 
We have, however, before we finish, another unity to account 
for. Ignatius says, ** there is but one altar ^ as but one Bishop." 
To explain this phrase, the judicious Slater observes, " The unity 
of the altar, the unity of the Bishop, the unity of the Eucharist, 
the unity of Christian prayer, and the very unity of the whole 
.Church itself, are all founded upon the comtnon bottom that the 
unity of the Christian PWcs^Aood is; and no man ever so unlocked 
the evangelical secret as the inimitable St. Cyprian. * Episcopacy,' 
says he, * is but one ; a part whereof each [Bishop] holds, so 
as to be interested for the whole. The Church is also one, 
which, by its fruitful increase, improves into a multitude, as the- 

8 Oramus pro Imperatofibus, pro ministris eorum ac potestatibus, pro statu secuii, 
pro reram qXiiete, pro mora finis. Tbetull. Apol. c. 39. 
\ Slater's Original Jhaug/Uj p. ^5, 66, 67. 
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beams of the sun are many, as branches from trees, and streams 
from a fountain ; whose number, though it seems dispersed by 
the abundant plenty of them, yet their uhity is preserved by the 
common original of them all.' Apply this plain rule to all sorts 
of unities mentioned here, and see if the primitive expressions of 
one Church, one altar, and one Bishop, do not evidently consist 
with as many Churches, altars, and Bishops, as can be proved 
to be undeniably derived from one and the same original institu- 
tor ; the unity of whose divine power and Spirit, diffused at first 
among the chosen twelve, stamps a character of unity upon all 
who regularly descend from them, and upon every individual 
who only claims under, and owns his authority from, and his 
dependance upon, such as they."" 

I perceive, Sir, that you have, after Dr. Campbell, translated 
rav a^TWi the loaf, instead of the bread ; but it is beyond my 
comprehension what you can gain by it. I doubt, whether you 
can pMersuade any person in his senses, that one loaf would be 
sufficient for the many myriads of Christians, who, we are 
told, in the Acts of the Apostles, continued steadfast in the 
apostolic breaking' of bread, AH the bread offered at a thou- 
sand jdifferent altars, form but one bread— or one loaf if you 
will have it so — in the same my sticalisense, as a thousand different 
churches in the same diocese, form but one Church. 

As a farther proof of your congregational scheme^ you tell us, 
that the Bishop " was to be personally acquainted with all his 
flock." So said Lord King before you. But, as Slater justly 
observe^, " The words of Ignatius'" have no such affirmation in 
them, but are only a plain advice to Polycarp to do what the 
primitive Bishops always did, that is, to keep the names of every 
member of his Church enrolled in what the ancients called the 
Matricula of their Church. The occasion of the words imply 
it to be so. He just before besought Polycarp " not to neglect 
the widows of the Church ;" and immediately after, desires him 
" not to overlook so much as the men-servants and maid-servants 
in it;" and in the midst of this (as a means to know the quality, 
number, and condition of his diocese) advises him to inquire 
out all by name,^ that is, to get such a register of their names, 
that upon occasion of any object of charity proposed to him, of 
any complaint or application made to him about any within his 
cure or jurisdiction, or in case of apostacy, or perseverance in 
time of persecution, or the like; by means of this general 
matricula, he (as the other Bishops did) might more directly 
know how the case stood. And, which was more than all this, 
the names thus entered in this sacred record were personally 
entitled then to all the public intercessions and spiritual blessings 
obtained by the eucharistical prayers, oblations, and sacraments 
of the whole Church ; and to have then: names blotted out of this, 

u Original DraugHtj p. 60. t E^ ^v^arof irdyraf {lyrci. Ep. PolfC, p. 13. 
w OrigincU Draughty p. 79. 
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was a constant effect of excommunication, and was dreaded by 
all that had any true veneration (as these primitiTe Christians 
had) for the holy ordinances of the Church. — These were suffi- 
t cient reasons for that apostolical father to put a Bishop of the 

Church in mind to be careful^ of keeping such a necessary 
matricula as this, and an effectual way for Polycarp to take care 
of the meanest and poorest members of his diocese ; which, the 
context tells us, was the occasion of Ignatius' using these words. 
But as to the matter of but one single congregation being then 
under his care, and that he must personeUly know them all by 
' name^ as one neighbour knows another, I think they no more 
imply it, than that Augustus Caesar had but one town to com- 
mand, and could know every subject he had, when (for many 
political occasions) h*e caused them all to be enrolled, and 
required the state of his empire to be brought in to him : for the 
censor's work, in such a case as that, was to give in an estimate 
of the age, children, family, and estates of all the people 
under him, as Tully gives us an account of it."*^ 

Once more, Sir : You tell us " all marriages were celebrated 
by the Bishop." But Ignatius intimates nothing like it. He 
says, "It was not proper that any should marry without the 
Bishop's consent ;" and singular as this liiay appear to us, it was 
highly expedient that it should be so in the primitive Chureh ; 
as other wise, a .Christian might have married a Heathen, which, 
» probably, would have terminated in the apostacy of the former^ 

> and particularly if the husband was the Heathen. To prevent 

, this risk, and probably too from that veneration in which Bishops 

were held in that day, the Bishop's advice was asked, and his 
license procured for the celebration of the marriage ; but there 
is not the least evidence, that the Bishop was always the officiat- 
ing minister. Now, all this might be done, says Slater, " in the 
very city of London or York at this day, if either banns or 
license were managed with that proper care with Which the 
Church designed they should." But the Church is now in very 
different circumstances, and therefore we can hardly form a 
correct judgment upon this point. At any rate, there is no reason 
to think that the Bishop celebrated all the marriages within his 
diocese. 
I have now. Sir, given, if I do not deceive myself, satisfactory 
♦ answers to all your objections, and, I think, when compared with 

the evidence for diocesan episcopacy, they are trifles light as 
air, and totally unworthy of the least consideration. 

You appear to me. Sir, very sensible of the difficulty that 

attends your scheme of government, from the circumstance of a 

primitive Bishop having a number of Presbyters under his 

• jurisdictiori. Generally, this appears to have been the case ; but 

how to account for this upon a principle of expediency oi utility, 

,» . . X Censores populi flBvitatcs, soboles, familias, pecuniataue ceBseuto. Ac de kff. 

6> ' lib. iii. fol. 1. Orig, Jhaught, p. 79, 80. 
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all the advocates of parity seem to be quite at a loss* You have 
recourse, as sonie of them had, to the supposition, or probability, 
that several of them were ruling Elders. i3u't you should first 
have fully proved by evidence, either from Ignatius himself or 
some writer or writers contemporary with him or before him^ 
that there ever was any such character in the Christian Church. 
This you have attempted to do from a text of Scripture of a 
very ambiguous nature, in the opinipn of some very great men, 
even of your own persuasion. This subject I shall discuss in my 
next letter, with as much brevity as I possibly can. 



LETTER VIII. 

Rev. Sir : 

I- SHALL now enter upon the discussion of the question. 
Whether there were lay Elders in the primitive Church 1 I do 
not undertake to examine this point because I think it of conse^ 
quence to episcopacy. Were I to admit such an order, still the 
government of the Church might be placed under Diocesans, 
As Bishops have not the sole power in ecclesiastical afiairs; as 
Presbyters are their counsellors and assistants in the administra- 
tion of Church discipline, so ruling Elders y even supposing 
them to have an equal share in the government with preaching 
Presbyters, would by no means invade the negative power of 
3ishops. Every congregation in this diocese laight have two or 
three men of that order, to assist the Rector of the church with 
their advice in matters of discipline, and yet all be subject to the 
Bishop's supremacy. Episcopacy, then, is not at all affected by the 
decision of this question. 

Why, then, you may ask me, do I give myself any trouble 
about it ? — To wrest from you the pretence that some of the 
Presbyters, if not all of them, mentioned by Ignatius, wereruling- 
Elders. 

My first observation, with respect to this order of Church 
officers, is, that nine-tenths of the Protestant world are opposed 
to the nbtion of such an institution. I know it does not follow 
logically from this circumstance, that the order is unfounded ; 
. but it affords a strong presumption against it. Nor do we find 
this order in the Roman, Greek, or Coptic Churches. Nay, 
even Presbyterians are greatly divided upon this subject. Some 
of the most learned amongst them, and the most strenuous for 
presbytery, have entirely given it up. Bishop Sage observes,* 
that " Chamier, Salmasius, Blondel, Ludovicus Capellus, Moy6es 
Amiraldus, and many others, are against it. The whole tribe 

a Vind. &c. p. 442. . 
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of the Belgic Remonstrants (keen parity men) are against it 
in their confession of faith." Mr. Baxter, in his preface to his 
Five. Disputations of Church Government, says expressly, 
that " as far as he could understand, the greater part, if not 
three for one of the English Presbyterian ministers, were as far 
against Lay-Elders as any Prels^ists of them all." He con- 
fesses h.imself to be one, and he cites Mr. Vines for another. 
Now, sir, if almost the whole Christian world niay be mar- 
shalled against you, and even a great part of your own persuasion, 
and they as learned, at least, as those who are advocates for Lay- 
Elders, I cannot but think and say, that you ought iipt to have 
been so positive upon this point. It will strike every candid 
mind at once, that there can be but little said in favour, of an 
order of men, when alipost the whole Christian world condemn 
it, and will not admit it into their Churches. This considera- 
tion, you will, I presume, duly appreciate ; not considering it as 
a logical argument, but as argumentum ad verecundiam, and 
as affording a very strong presumption against you. 

The text of Scripture which you have quoted in favour of 
Lay-Elders, is, to say th6 very least of it, quite ambiguous. Let 
us examine it. Let the Elders that rule well, he accounted 
worthy of double honour ; especially they that labour in the 
word and doctrine. Now, it certainly does no violence to 
the words, or to the construction of the sentence, or to any other 
part of the Scripture, to interpret this passage thus ; Let the 
Presbyters that rule well, be accounted worthy of double 
honour ; ^ especisdly if they labour much in preaching the word 
and propagating sound doctrine.' There is evidently no necessity 
upon any ground or principle whatever, to extract from thid 
passage the double order of preaching and ruling Elders. 
Neither the words, nor the context require it. Is it not, then, unjus- 
tifiable to found an order of men upon a text of Scripture so com- 
pletely ambiguous ? What would you not say against Epis- 
copalians, were they to found the order of Bishops upon such 
uncertainty? I declare, that I should be ashamed to say or write 
one word in favour of it. No, Sir ; if I cannot give ten times the 
evidence from the holy Scriptures, in favour of Bishops, that you 
can in favour of Lay-Elders, I will then acknowledge, that out 
cause rests entirely upon the testimonies of the primitive writers. 
This, indeed, I deem proof quite sufficient ; and if you can give 
me the same proof for Lay-Elders, in the first three centuries, 
I will then acknowledge them, notwithstanding the ambiguity 
of this text, to be of apostolical institution. For I subscribe 
freely to the assertion of Vincentius Lirinensis, that whatever has 
been believed " always and every where, and by all, ought to be 
held fast ; for that is truly catholic." 

I find, Sir, by consulting Dr. Campbell's Ecclesiastical Lec- 
tures, that he considers the text in question, altogether insuffi- 
cient to support the mstitution of Lay-Elders. He says,^ that 

b Vol. I. p. 178. 
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the word especially " is not intended to indicate a different office, 
but to distinguish from others those who assiduously apply 
themselves to the most important as well as the most difficult 
part of their office, public teaching ; that the clis tine tion intended, 
is, therefore, not official, but personal ; that it does not relate to 
a diffijrence in the powers conferred, but solely to a difference in 
their application. It is not to the persons who have the charge, 
but -to those who labour in it. And to this exjiosition, as far 
the more natural, I entirely agree." Indeed, it is altogether 
inadmissible, that two officers, so essentially different, should, 
iayariably be confounded under one common name. And it is 
a inost extraordinary instance of attachment to a hypothesis, 
that you, who make a community of names an argument in 
favour of parity, (which, by the Way, is a mere fallacy, as I shall 
show hereafter,) should insist, that two essentially different 
officers are designated by the same title. A capacity for teaching 
appears to be essential to the character of an Elder. St. Paul 
tells Timothy and Titus, that Elders must be apt to teach, able 
by sound doctrine both to exhort and to convince the gain- 
sayers ; and we never once in the Scriptures find the epithets 
ruling and preaching given to Elders, by way of distinction. 
I know that names are not always to be depended upon ; but in 
such cases, the thing signified must be characterized, or we shall 
remain in the dark. That, in the instance before us, such 
distinctive characters are given to Elders, as to make it clear 
or in any degree probable, that some preach and some ruUy can- 
not, in the opinion of the generality of divines, ever be made out. 
But, although the mere construction of the sentence wli not 
enable us to establish our sense of it, yet, if we attend to the 
meaning of one word in it, and to the sentence following, I 
think we shall be able to decide the point. The word I mean, 
is honour. What idea are we to attach to this word ? The next 
words show : For it is written, Thou shalt not muzzle the 
ox that treadeth out the corn. And, The labourer is worthy 
of his reward. Here it is evident, that the word honour means 
mmntenance. Then the passage, according to your interpreta- 
tion, will run thus: Let the Lay-Elders who rule well, be 
accounted worthy of double maintenance, especially the Elders 
that are laborious in preaching' os well as ruling. Here, then, 
it seems, both kinds of Elders are to have an ample maintenance; 
there is the same Scriplural ground for maintaining the one, as 
for maintaining the other. Now, Sir, what is there in the 
employment of a ruling Eider, who now and then meets his 
Bishop in Presbytery, perhaps once a month, to regulate matters 
of discipline, or to **set in ojrder the things that may be wanting," 
to entitle him to a maintenance ? It is obvious to every reflect- 
ing mind, that the ministers of the word and s&craments, who 
devote all their time to their profession, and, therefore, cannot 
at the same time, be employed in secular callings, ought to have 
a liberal support. But, to put a ruling Elder, in this respect, 
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.^ ' upon a footing wiUi a minister of the word, is altogether pre- 
posterous; and I am convinced, that your congregations would 
/ think it sOy were it proposed to allow the ruling Elders as ample 
. a salary as they do their ministers, or any salary at all. Let the 
experiment be made universally in your churches, and I will 
Commit myself, that we shall never see the face of a ruling 
Elder again. 

If, tben, the words and construction of the passage, do not 
necessarily establish the notion of ruling Elders ; and if, upon 
every fair principle of interpretation, they may be viewed -as 
holding up a different idea; and, particularly, if it follows from 
your sense of the passage, that ruling Elders are entitled to an 
ample maintenance, as well as the ministers of the word and 
fiacrajnents ; I think I may safely leave it with Presbyterians 
themselves to determine, whether that order of men can be of 
apostolical institution. If it be determined in the affirmative, 
then the order may claim by apostolical precept, a liberal mainte- 
nance ; for Thou shaU not muzzle the ox that treadeth out 
the corn. And, The labourer is worthy of his reward. 

There is, however, another way of determining whether an 
institution be apostolical or not; and that is, as I have already 
mentioned, by applying the rule of Vincentius. Do ihe fathers 
of the first three centuries, say any thing about this lay order 7 
You have not quoted a single father, within that period, to prove 
it, except Cyprian,, whose words, however, prove quite the con- 
trary. It was the case of Numidicus, which \^^as fully eonsidered* 
in a former letter. The express words of Cyprian are, that he 
placed, himself in the Presbytery that he might be added to the 
number of the Priests, who had been reduced by the persecu- 
tion. Now, here I set my foot. The rule of Vincentius, upon 
your hypothesis, fails in every respect. The fathers of those 
best and purest ages of Christianity, although they repeatedly 
enumerate the different orders of the Church, never give us the 
least hint of ruling Elders. Deacons we hear of in great 
plenty; but *not the shadow' of a ruling Elder, ' ever crosses 
our path.' This is an officer) according to your system, superior 
to Deacons, and yet he is never so much as mentioned. Who can 
believe this? It is impossible, upon any received principle of 
evidence — upon any solid ground of reasoning, to admit it. For 
if the text, upon which you found ihis order, is ambiguous, as it 
evidently is ; if there is no other text of Scripture which can 
throw light upon the one in dispute, as you yourself must acknow- 
ledge ; if your sense of the passage imposes upon the Church 
the duty of making as ample provision for Z/ay-Elders, as for 
the ministers of the word and sacraments ; ana, lastly, if the 
writers of the three first ages make no mention of the order, as 
they cert&inly do not; then we may safely place it among the 
inventions of men ; and, therefore, at best, but matter of expe- 
diency. 

But if we cannot find any testimony for it in the first three 



hattdred veflfs, iff thevf noevideiuse from two or three vnaftets of 
tlie fourth century, that the order had existed in more primitive 
times, although it was in their time entirely out of use 1 I an- 
swer, if such testimony could -be produced, it would be to no 
purpose. For, in that case, we may be sure, that the Bishops 
of , the Church were well satisfied that it was but a temporary 
expedient. It is not every institution of the Apostles that is 
biading. Some, in their very nature, are mere circumstances of 
convenienee, as all parties allow ; and ruUnfiC Elders, if they 
ever existed, must have been, in the judgment of the Church, of 
that number. 

But let us put the matter beyond contradiction, by examining 
the testimonies in the fourth century which you have produced. 
Your first testimony is from Hilary, in his explication of 1 Tim, 
V. 1. You ought to have begun your quotation thus« — " For, 
indeed, among all nations, old age is honourable. Hence it is. 
that both^ the synagogibe, and afterwards the Church, had 
Seniors, without whose counsel nothing, was done in the Church ; 
which practice, or custom,** by what negligence it ffrew into 
disuse I know not, unless, perhaps, by t\xe sloth, or rather 
pride of the teachers, while they wished to appear something." 
The sense of this whole passage is very evident. Hilary says, 
" old age is honourable among all nations." Hence the elderly 
men of the Church iwed to be consulted, which custom is now 
laid aside. Pray, Sir,' what is there in this passage that implies 
the apostolical institution of ruling Elders ? He must be keen 
sighted that can perceive any thing like it. He says nothing 
more than that it was formerly customary to consult the aged ; 
no doubt in difficult situations of the Church, which frequently 
occurred in the first 'three centuries, while persecution lasted. 
And certainly, this was all very natural and very proper ; for 
who are better qualified to give advice than the aged 7 But to 
bring this as a proof of an order of men concerned in the disci- 
pline of the Church, and superior to that of the Deacons, and by 
apostolical appointment too, is one of the many instances which 
we daily see, of a zeal for opinions, which spurns every check 
from common sense, and every remonstrance from reason. 

This whole matter has, I think, been fairly stated in a short 
compass by the learned Bingham.^ He says, ^^ As to the Seniores 
EcclesicB, they were a sort of Elders who were not of the clergy, 
yet had some concern in the care of the Church. The name 
often occurs in Optatus and in St. Austin, from whom we may 
easily learn the nature of their office. Optatus says, when Men- 
surius. Bishop of Carthage, was forced to leave his Church, in 
the time of the Diocletian persecution, he committed the orna- 
ments and utensils of the Church to such, of the Elders as he 



e Nam apod omnes qaidem gentes honorabilis est sen^ctus, ^. 
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could trust, fideUbua senioribus cammendavU* Upon whk^ 
Albaspinaeus notes, that besides the clergy, there were then 
some lay ElderSy who were entrusted to take care of the goodie 
of the Church. At the end of Optatus there is a tract called 
TTie Purgation of Falix and CcROilian, ^herein there are 
several epistles that make mention of the same name, as that of 
Fortis and Pupurius, and another nameless author. St Austin 
inscribes one of his epistles to his own Church of Hippo, in thi9 
manner : Clero^ Senioribus, et universe PleM — ' To the clergy, 
tiie Elders, and all the people.' And in several other places, he 
has occasion to mention these Seniores in other Churches, 

" From whence some have concluded, that these were ruling^ 
lay Elders^ according to the new models and modem acceptor 
Hon, Whereas, as the ingenious author of the Humble Remon-- 
strance rightly observes in his Beply, those Seniores of the 
primitive Church were quite another thing. Some of them were 
the Optimates, the chief men, or magistrates of the place, such 
as we still call Aldermsn^ from the ancient appellation of Sk- 
niores. These are those which the Carbasiessitan council of 
Donatists, in St. Austin, called Seniores Nobilissimi ; and one 
of the councils of Carthage, more expressly, Maffistratus vel 
Seniores locorum, the * Magistrates or Elders of every city,' 
whom tiie Bishops were to i&e with them to give the DonaUsts 
a meeting. In this sense Dr. Hammond observes, from Sir 
Henry Spelman, and some of our Saxon writings, that anciently 
our Saxon kines had the same title of Elders — Aldermanni, 
Presbyteri^ and Seniores: as in the Saxon translation of the 
Bible, the word Prinees is commonly rendered Aldermen. And 
of this sort were some of those Seniores EcclesiiB that have 
been metitioned, whose advice and assistance also, no doubt, the 
Bishops took in many weighty af&irs of the Church. The other 
sort, which were more properly called Seniores Ecclesiastici, 
were such as were sometimes trusted with the utensils, treasure, 
aQd outward affairs of the Church ; and may be compared to our 
Church' Wardens^ Vestry-Men, Stewards, who have some care 
of the affairs of the Church, but are not concerned as rttZin^ El- 
ders in the government, or discipline thereof. Now, lay Elders 
are a degree above the Deacons ; but the Seniores Ecclesi<B were 
below them ; which is a further evidence that they were aotlay 
Elders in the modern acceptation." This, I am well satisfied, 
is the true state of the whole matter. 

Before I quit this head, I must rectify a mistake into which 
my inadvertence led me. I have said in this letter, that you have 
not quoted any author but Cyprian in the third century. I have . 
since found that I was mistaken, for you have quoted Origen 
also ; but his words are nothing at all to your purpose. They 
run thus, according to your translation, but which I shall take, 
the liberty to alter a little. " There are some persons w^pomtfid 
[tirfyitivot without a substautive] who may inquire concerning 
the conversation and manners of those that are admitted, that 
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they may debar from the congregation such as commit (ilthi" 
ness." There is not a syllable here about rulinf^ Elders. The 
matter was this : Celsus, who was a bitter enemy to Christianity 
had calumniated the disciples of Christ by saying, that they 
admitted the vilest into their communion. Origen answer?, " No ; 
the governors of the Church were careftd to admit none to its 
privUeges wh6 were licentious ; and always excommunicated 
those who, after their baptism, became wicked." From the 
whole series of the discourse, it is evident, . that the persons 
[rerayfi/vot] who did this, had the poWer of the keys, could ad- 
minister sacraments, excommunicate the scandalous,' impose 
penances, and absolve penitents.^ Thus turns out, like your 
other testimonies, the quotation from Origen. «Vj 

r cannot. Sir, but think, that it is now pretty apparent, that 
the order of lay Elders in the Presbyterian Church, is very far 
from being entitled to apostolic sanction, or even to any degree 
of ecclesiastical prescription. In the words of Bishop Taylor, 
** The new office or a lay Elder ^ I cannot comprehend in any 
reasonable proportion ; his person, his quality, his office, his 
authority, his subordination, his commission, hath made so 
many divisions, and new emergent questions ; and they, none of 
them all, asserted either by Scripture or antiquity ; that if I had 
,a mind to leave the way of God and of the Catholic Church, 
and run in pursuit of this meteor, I might quickly be amused^; 
but should find nothing certain but the certainty of being mis- 
guided. Therefore, if not for conscience sake, yet for prudence, 
it is good to remain in the fold of Christ, under the guard and 
supravision of those shepherds Christ hath appointed."* 

There being then no proof whatever, that there ever was such 
jm order of men in the Church as your Tiling Elders, youf 
assertion that * Ignatius' Presbyters might have been all ruling 
Elders for aught that appears to the contrary,' is saying that they 
might have been of an order, which has never yet been proved to 
liave had an existence. 

There is also another important consideration that directly 
inilitates against your conjecture, that Ignatius' Presbyters might 
be in part, or even the whole of them, ruling Elders. It is, that 
the epistles are totally inconsistent with such a notion. Let us 
try them in a few instances. " I exhort you, that you study to 
do all things in a divine ct)ncord — your Presbyters [ruling 
Elders] in the place of the council of Apostles j and your 
Deacons being entrusted with the ministry of Jesus Christ." 
Here Ignatius makes the Deacons a branch of the ministry. But 
every branch of the ministry had authority to preach j cons^ 
4auently, the Deacons, instead of being inferior to the ruling 
Elders, mnst have been superior to them ; for it is your own 
account of the matter, that preaching is superior to governing^ 

; f ^ift. iil Contra Cel$. 
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Again : " Your ruling' Ekleni in ibe place of tke eouncilof tbe 
Apostles." Nowy this caDnot be true in any eenae, as tbe ruling' 
Elders did not preach, nor administer the sacraments, nor govern 
the Church with supreme power. Let us try another passage : 
" Let no men do any thing of what belongs to tbe Chunshy 
without the Bishop. Let that Eucharist be looked upon as 
Valid, which is either offered by the Bishop, or by him [by tJiat 
ruling Elder} to whom the Bishop has given his consent" You 
certainly will not subscribe to this. Further : " It is not lawful 
without the Bishop [for the ruling Elders'] either to baptize 
or to celebrate the holy communion." — Enough ! Enough ! 

What now are the results from the view we have taken of the 
epistles of Ignatius ? 

1. That in every city, in which Christianity was embraced by 
considerable numbers, a single Bishop, not a plurality, was 
divhiely appointed to superintend and govern the Church, of 
whatever number of congregations it might have consisted. 

2. That to those singular Bishops, honour, reverence, and 
subjection were due from all orders, Presbyters, Deacons, and 
Laity. 

3. That union with the Bishop was so necessary to be main- 
tained J3y all the members of the Church, that whoever separated 
himself from the Bishop, was thereby reputed to be cut off from 
the Church itself. 

4w That without the Bishop's license no spiritual act could be 
performed in the Church ; and that, consequently, he had tiie 
Bupreme power of the keys, which put all ranks, in spiritual 
matters, under his jurisdiction. 

5. That there was a regular and complete gradation of rank 
and authority in the Churcli*. All were in the first place to honour 
and obey the Bishop ; next, the Presbyters, and lastly, the Dei- 
cons ; for " they are not the ministers of meat and drink, but of 
the church of God." 

Now, Sir, if all this can be reconciled to parochiAl episcopacy^ 
or preshyterian government, as you assert, then light and dark- 
ness, truth and falsehood, the most direct and palpable contra- 
dictions, can be reconciled. 

But there is one more difficulty which you throw in our way. 
You say, that ^ there is no hint in the epistles of Ignatius about 
the powers of ordaining and confirming being appropriated to 
the Bishops.' Suppose, Sir, a fanatic were to tell you, that there 
is no hint given by Ignatius, that ministers were ordained at all, 
either by Bishops or Presbyters ; would you not think him a 
very unreasonable caviller, were he to urge this silence as a 
reason for rejecting the apostolic rite of ordination? > You 
certainly would. If it has been fully proved that Ignatius* 
Bishops were diocesans, how can his silence about coftferrtuu- 
Hon and ordination, when he had not the least occasion te men- 
tion them, be urced as an objection ? If Bishops had the ebief 
government of the Church, by necessary consequence, ordincr 
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4ion was tiieir peculiar office* For, as Dr. GhaiuMer justly 
obseryes,'' ^' there never was in fact, so for as we can discover by 
the light of history, nor indeed in the nature of things can there 
be, an Episcopal Church, wherein any other than episcopal 
ordination was or can be sllowed. . In every society, the appoint* 
ment ahd the commissions of the various degrees of officers, 
must proceed from those that govern it This is so evident, that 
there never was, I believe, an advocate for the presbyterian 
party, but would readily grant, that whensoever and whereso^ 
ever the government of the Church was episcopal, the ordina- 
tions w«re also episcopal." The silence then of Ignatius with 
respect to ordination, affords not the slightest objection to his 
Bishops being diocesans. ' The superiority of Bishopd^ being 
once proved, their prerogative to commission all orders of eccle-^ 
siastics follows as. a matter of course. 

I have now. Sir, I think, fairly lodged diocesan episcopacy 
withia the apostolic age; for we are not to confine it just to the 
iime when Ignatius wrote; that is, to the beginning of the second 
century. He had been Bishop of Antioch forty years, and was 
appointed thereto by apostolical authority ; and he certainly does 
not give us the least hint, that he was at first a parochial, and 
afierWurds a diocesan Bishop. On the contrary, he repeatedly 
(asserts, (and he certainly knew the truth of the matter,) that 
Bishops were of divine appointment. What evidence then caii 
be more decisive ? 

- The neit writer you notice is Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, 
It is needless for me to transcribe the passage you have quoted 
from him. The only two points in your conunent upon it are, 
that the word Bishop is no where mentioned, and that he speaks 
only of two orders, Presbyters and Deacons, 

I really should not think it worth while to make any reply to 
these observations, were it not that unthinking people take it 
for granted, when no reply is made, none can be ms^e. Poly- 
<$arp, you say, ^does not mention the word Bishop.^ Suppose 
he had mentioned it, would you consider that as any proof of 
diocesan episcopacy? No; thank you- for that. Why then 
notice the omission, when you know that he sent with his own 
letter, the epistles of Ignatius, in which, duty to the Bishop was 
mentioned over and over again. It surely was needless for him 
to say a syllable upon that point. He does not even style himself 
Bishop of S?nyrna ; yet all antiquity assert that he ica«, and 
you freely acknowledge it. But if your observation has any 
force in it, he was no Bishop of any sort. Oh yes ! he was a 
jPresbyter, which was the same thing, and probaoly Moderator 
of the Presbytery ; for.his address is, * Polycarp, and the Pres- 
byters that are with him,' &c. Now, as you acknowledge him 
to be a Bishop, he might have said, ^ Polycarp the Bishop, and 
-the Presbyters that are with him.' U this the style of yom^ 
» " ■ »■ 

|i 4Pf^/oirtktrde/endedj p. 106. 



104 rBBttmWKT DT THB TATHXftS* [ IMcr VIH 

Moderalohil Would you venture to use it when you oretb^ 
liifioderator of your Presbytery ? I doubt it The truth ie, tiiis 
is mere idle cavil. Polyearp, we know, was just such a^ Bishcm 
as Ignatius 'was— a B&hopr with a number of Presbyters and 
congregations under his government ; without whose periieirisBiofi, 
BO ecclesiastical functions could be pertomed, and on whom, the 
very Presbyters depended for all legal authority. 

And as to Poly carp's cofnprehending afl orders under the 
general appellation of Presbyters and Deaecms, you can no nsoee^ 
from that circumstance, set aside the superior rank and order oi 
Bishops, than you can, when the Jewish ministry are so 0(fteA 
mentioned under the general appellation of Priests «id LevitOEi, 
set aside the High Priest. 

Why Polycarp did not particularly address his episUe to Hbe 
Bishop of Philippi, instead of the whole Church, a much wiser 
man than I pretend to be may not be able to tell. But I think 
it may with as much propriety be asked you, why he did not 
address it to the Moderator of the Presbytery ; for by your owa 
acknowledgment, all the Churches we read of, had then a 
standing Moderator. When you answer this questk^n, I will 
undertake to answer the other. 

As to the Pastor of Hermas, which you quote next, I never 
could perceive any thing in it that can be of the least service to 
cither party. I shall therefore take no notice of it. 

We have now given a suflScient view of the authorities' for 
diocesan episcopacy in the second, third, and fourth centuries. 
We have seen Ignatius, Hegesippus, Dionysius, Iremeus, and 
Clemens, in the second century ; Tertuilian, Origen, Cyprian, 
,Firmilian, and the apostolical canons in the third; in the fourth, 
Eusebius, Chrysostom, Athanasius, Epiphanius, Augustine, Je* 
rome, with all the councils of that century; and in the begin- 
ning of the fifth, Isidore and Theodoret, all bearing testimony, 
in the most direct and explicit manner, to the apostolic origin d 
diocesan episcopacy. There is not the least intimation given, in 
any part of their writings, that a change took place after the 
death of the Apostles, which must have been the case, according 
to your hypothesis; on the contrary, what the government was 
•in their day, it was from the beginning. This is the necessary 
inference from their ascribing to it a divine origin, and from the 
doctrine of apostolic succession, as given us by several of them ; 
Jerome among others. Now, it is scarcely possible to imagine, 
that a number of authors, writing at different times, and on so 
many different occasions, should not incidentally -drop' a hint of 
the change in the government of the Church, if there had been 
any. Nay, farther^ that these men ^ould gravely ascribe a divine 
origin to episcopacy, and not meet with the' least contradiction, 
when there were thousands in the Church who were as well 
acquainted with the matter as they were, argues such consume 
mate impudence on the one hand, and such consummate ignorance 
and stupidity on the other, as render t^ supposition absolutely 
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pveposterous. Nothing but the ttotoiidtgr of tlte &ot, oetdd fa«ite 
prevented inconsistency and contradiction in their accoimta jQf 
this matter. Truth m always the same, atmi^le, untform, and 
<!0iMi6tent; but aror and felsehood are ao varying and irregular, 
an always to betray themselves. Howerer convenient it might 
have be«i for the Bishops to have it believed, that their office 
was divinely instituted, yet^ if there had been no foundatkiB in 
fact for such a belief, it is a most unreasonable supposition, that 
such a notion should have obtained currency in the first four 
centuries, when there were so many whose leaxning and talents 
coidd have disproved it, and whose prejudice, or passion, on 
numerous occasions, would have done it. Nay, it would be 
incredible^ were we ignorant of their characters, that- all the 
Bishqps in the first three ages, were so depraved as to destroy 
. that government, which, they knew, Christ left in bis Church. 
But we know to a certainty, that they were generally men of 
very distinguished virtue and piety, and that many of them were 
martyrs for the religion of Christ. Such men wouldnot alter 
divine institutions; and before the establiehment of Chiistiaaity, 
they conld not. Nay, after that event, had the arm of power 
been stretched out in support of the ambitious pretensions of the 
Bishops, there would, undoubtedly, have been some opposition, 
some dissatisfaction, some remonstrance, some record of the 
matter. But no, there is not the l^aet hint of any thing of the 
kind. The writers before this supposed event, as weU as those 
after it, speak the same uniform language. Turn to which clasB 
you please, and you will find perfect harmony and consistence. 

Let, then, the early writers of the Church be put upon a fiair^ 
trial ; let their testimony be equitably examined, as in all otiier' 
cases of fact, by the stated Jaws of evidence; and I am weU 
satisfied, that, however the advocates for ministerial parity may, 
by liieir ingenuity, puzzle and confound the real merits of the 
'cause ; or, by their glosses, assumptions, and confident assertions, 
mislead the judgment of the prejudiced and unwary ; yet, the 
testimony of the fathers, on this subject, will be deemed decisive 
by every impartial mind. 

But it seems, after all the evidence we have produced in favour 
of diocesan episcopacy, not the least advantage has been gained 
by it. You tell us very confidently, in your third letter, tfiat, 
' on such a subject, even if the fathers were unanimous, we might 
and ought to hesitate, if nothing like what they intimate were to 
be found in the word of G on.' Now let our readers judge between 
us; let every man acquainted with the nature and force of 
evidence, judge between us. I say, on the contrary, that if the 
fathers unanimously assert the apostolic origin of episcopacy, 
although there be not found one syllable upon the subject in the 
word of God, their testimony, upon every fair principle of 
evidence, must be deemed decisive. 

To prove that my opinion is ^xnreet, I have l^ut to givea shart 
Tiew of the nature of the ev idtnoe. The 4$aeBtkm is, wtedur 
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the C9iti0tiaii world could be attUTed, fifty years after the even^ 
that a particular form of ffovemment was established in the 
Church of the Apostles, when there was no particular reooid 
made of it at the time? They ceiitainly could. The gov^m- 
ment of the Church was not like a solita^ fact, without notice, 
and without consequences. If it were universally episcopal in 
tiie beginning of the second century, it must l^ave been in con- 
sequence of its having been so in the first ; and the universality 
^ it in the first, could have been owing to nothing less than 
apostolic authority. For, had it been left to uninspired men, we 
may be assured that different forms would have taken place, ^ as 
there is nothing about which men differ more than modes of 
government. When, therefore, the Christians of the second 
century saw the episcopal regimen descend every where from 
the apostolic age to them, their testimony that the fact was so, 
is absolutely decisive. There was no possibility of mistake in 
the matter. Thousands whtf lived in the second century, had 
lived a part of their lives, and a great part too, in the first. They 
must, therefore, have seen some of the Apostles, and, with their 
own eyes, the government which they established. Polycarp 
was one of these ; Ignatius was another. The latter spent nearly 
the whole of a long life in the apostolic age ; and, according to 
the ancients, was ordained by St. Peter, Bishop of Antioch. 
Polycarp was the disciple of the Apostle John ; and there must 
have been myriads in the Lesser Asia, who had been, instructed 

* by his preaching. There could not, therefore, have be^n the 

least difiiculty in determining, with absolute certainty, under 
What regimen the Apostles left the Church. Men that have eyes 

> to see, will see ; and that have ears to hear, will hear, what ie 

continually in their view, and within their hearing. 

Of such facts, men want no records ; and if records were pro- 
duced in which there was some obscurity, they would imme- 
diately make their own senses their commentator, and wouJd 
never be so infatuated, as to interpret an obscure passage or two 
in the record, in direct opposition to the report of their senses. 
Plain facts are not like speculative opinions ; susceptible of any 

! shape under a skilful hand. Men will believe their senses, let 

i theorists say what they will. 

Your observation, then, that even the unanimous testimony of 
the fathers to episcopacy, does not oblige us to yield our assent 
to that form of government if the Scriptures are silent about it, 
is coutrary to the common sense and practice of mankind. In 
the histories of all nations, we find no records coeval with the 
first establishment of their government. Every man who has 
read the history of the Roman Empire, believes^ that monarchy 
was its first form of government ; yet, there are no records coeval 
with the establishment of that government. The earliest writeis 
depend upon uninterrupted, .unvarying tradition. This is the 
ease, I believe, with all other ancient governments: where, the 
reems go back wit^iiii a century or two of the origtu of th^ . 
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policy, all mankind are perfectly satisfied ; and that man would 
be deemed unreasonable, who presumes a change tck>k place, 
when there is not the least appearance of it. 
A These reasonings and facts do, in my opinion, prove, that we 
should act very unreasonably, were we to hesitate a moment in 
giving our assent to the position, that episcopacy is of apostolic 
origin, although it should turn out, upon eicamination, AuX the 
Scriptures are perfectly silent upon the subject. 

To the assertion we have just been examining, upon the com- 
mon principles of evidence, may be added another of your 
strange assertions, that ' the fathers are not unanimous, but con- 
tradict one another.' That this is a gross error, I am persuad^ed 
every impartial person will be satis&d, who duly weighs the 
evidence I have adduced. They all, either in direct terms or by 
necessary inference, ascribe episcopacy to apostolic institution. 
Not one of them says, it was not so. Not one of them gives a 
hint that episcopacy is a human institution. They, indeed, in 
a few instances, when there were no particular reasons for dis- 
tinguishing the orders of the Church, give the title of Presby tcfr 
to a Bishop, because be really is a Presbyter ; as the Jewish 
Scriptures (I am ashamed. to mention it so often) generally give 
the title of Priest to the High Priest. But to infer contradictioil 
from this is abusing words and perverting reason. 

But still farther : It was morally impossible that there should 
be any contradiction. The government of the Church was not 
involved in obscurity. If it was Presbyterian in the second age, 
the writers of that age must have known it ; and to suppose some 
of them asserted presbytery, and some episcopacy, is perfectly 
ridiculous ; as ridiculous as it would be some ages hence, for any 
one to assert, that from the days of Calvin td the eighteenth eeii- 
tory, some of the presbyterian clergy declare that their Church 
bad the episcopal form, and others that it had the pr^sb^-^ 
sian. And the former might have some little show of truth 
given to it, by producing several instances of Presbyterian minis- 
ters calling themselves Bisho|)s^ and particularly by quoting 
«ome detached passages from your ' letters,' and giving them an 
artful touch or two, you might be made to appear as staunch an 
Episcopalian as I am. There is no kind of difficulty in all this; 
of which I could soon convince you could I prevail upon myself 
to hidulge in such puerile amusement. 

We have now. Sir, I think, quite enough about the fathers, and 
I flatter myself that they are altogether on our side of the ques- 
tion. I shall now proceed to examine the holy Soriptores, aflper 
having first made some observationa on a passage ia the^first 
epistle of Clemens Bomamis. But with this, I sbaU b«giii my 
next letter. 
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LETTER IX. 

Rbt. Sir : 

Wb have one more uninspired writer to consult, Clemens 
Romanus, Bishop of Rome, llie passage which Episcopalians 
quote from this venerable Bishop, is in his^r^f Epistle to the 
(Urinthians, . The genuineness of this epistle is, I believe, 
4kNibted by none. The passage runs thus : "Seeing, then, these 
things are manifest to us, [Christians,] it will behove us to take 
care that we do all things in order, whatsoever our Lord has 
commanded us to do. And particularly, that we perform our 
offerings and services to Gon at their appointed seasons ; for 
these he has commanded to be done, not rashly and disorderly^ 
but at certain times and hours. And, therefore, he has ordained, 
by his supreme will and authority ^oth where and by what 
persons they are to be performed. They, therefore, who make 
their offerings [in the Church] at the appomted season, are happy 
and accepted ; because that, obeying the commandments of the 
Lord, they are free from sin. For, the High Priest has hi» 
proper services; and to the Priests their proper place is ap- 
pointed ; and to the liCvites appertain their proper ministries ; 
and the lay-man is confined within the bounds of what is com- 
manded to lay-men." 

From this whole passage it is evident, first, that Clemens in- 
culcates upon the whole Church, (for the epistle is addressed to 
the whole,) obedience and subordmation in their respective sta- 
tions. This, he says, is God's appointment, and, therefore, not 
to be dispensed with. He argues (as will be seen by consulting 
the whole epistle) from the evident subordination throughout 
the whole natural world — from the subordination evenr where 
observed in military affairs; and, lastly, from the simordina- 
lion established by God himself in the Jewish Church. The 
inference, then, necessarily must be, (supposing Clemens to reason 
with any degree of propriety and force,) that there must also be 
subordination in the Christian Church. In an army, he says, 
there are different orders of officers — in the temple-service^ there 
are different orders; but,. Sir, upon your hypothesis, m the 
Christian Church there is no difference of orders; and vet, you 
consider Clemens as arguing from this subordination of officers 
in an army and in the Jewish Church, to prove the necessity of 
subordination in the Christian Church, in which there is but one 
rank of officers. If you say, it is enough to make good Clemens^ 
reasoning, that there be a distinction between the clergy and the 
laity; and that, upon this ground, he might exhort the Utter to 
be obedient to the former in all spiritual matters: I answer, 
no ; that is by no means. sufficient. For this epistle is directed 
to the whole Church of Corinth — ^to the der^ as well as to the 
laity. Witii respect to ihe former^ therefore, it was, in the main, 



Vueless. There bein^ no mibordination of ranks among them, of 
course there were no superiors to be obeyed. The laity, indeed, 
iniffht have been exhorted to obey their pastors, because God 
had made a distinction between them ; but to urge this upon the 
clergy, by analogical reasoning, from a diversity of ranks among 
the officers of an army and ^he priests of the temple, when there 
was no difference of official rank in the Christian Church, would, 
it appears to me, be too weak and inconclusive reasoning to be 
ascribed to Clemens. The argument has no kind of force, but as 
the Christian Church in this respect resembles the Jetoish. And 
this kind of analogical reasoning must have been peculiarly forci- 
ble to those who were so well acquainted with the ministries of 
the temple as Christians were in the time of Clemens. Let us do 
all things (to paraphrase the passage) " in order^let us regard 
times, and seasons, and persons — ^let all ranks in Christ's 
Church confine themselves to their proper stations— the laity to 
theirs ; the High Priest (using the language of the temple) to his ; 
the subordinate Priests to theirs ; and the inferior ministers, the 
Levites, to. theirs^" This makes the whole consistent, pertinent, 
and conclusive. 

It is an extremely irksome business to be obliged to notice 
every observation that an author makes, or else be charged with 
not meeting him at all points. Were it not for this consideration, 
I should not notice the following observations. — ' As well might 
it be contended that Clemens would have the Christian Church 
organized like an army ; and that he recommends /oi^r orders 
of ministers, corresponding with the four classes of military 
officers to which he alludes. How wonderful must be the pre- 
judice that can make this use of an allusion ! And above all, how 
weak and desperate must be that cause which cannot be sup- 
ported but by recurring to such means !' 

To your declamation, Sir, I have nothing to say ; but to what 
has some little appearance of reasoning, I thus reply. 

There is not the same reason for supposing that Clemens 
would have four ranks of officers in the Christian Church, be- 
cause he mentions four in the Roman army, as there is for sup- 
posing that he would have three, because there are three in the 
Jewish Church. I know, indeed, that in strict logical reasoning, 
as Clemens mentions four ranks of officers in the Roman army, 
and three m the Jewish Church, it cannot be determined from 
these allusions how many orders there are in the Christian 
Church, whether four or three. But it is enough fOr my pur- 
pose, that Clemens' analogies imply a difference of orders ; and 
parity being once destroyed by his mode of reasoning, there 
cannot be any doubt whether the officers of the Christian Church 
compose four or three orders. A difference of orders being once, 
admitted, certainly. Sir, you can have no doubt that it is the dis- 
tinction of Bishop, Priest, and Deacon, corresponding in grada- • 
tions of rank with Hi^h Priest, Priest, and Levite. 

This, I think, is qmte sufficient to prove a diversity of ranks in 
the Christian, as there was in the Jewish Church. 



Yqur next pfu»age from Clemens is the foUowiog : *^' In poim- 
tries an4 cities where the Apostles preached, they ordained their 
^st converts for Bi^ops and Deacons over those who should 
believe," &c. From this passage you infer, that there was but 
one order of ministers in the Church, Presbyters or Bishops. 

Now let it be remembered, that in the time of Clemens, the 
title of Bishop was not appropriated to the first order, but was 
indi^riminately applied with that of Presbyter to the second. 
Then the orders of the Church, according to tliis epistle, were 
Apostles, Presbyters or Bishops, and Deacons. This is beyond 
contradiction. The usual way of evading this is, by asserting 
that the apostolic office, as tO' every thing of an extraordinary 
and miraculous nature, was to cease : and that as to their ordi- 
nary powers, the Apostles were perfectly on a level with the 
Presbyters of the Church. That the apostolic office in every 
thin^ of an extraordinary nature was to cease, is granted ; but 
that in their permanent authority the Apostles were on a level 
with the Presbyters, I utterly deny. To say that they were, is 
to contradict aU antiquity. The primitive fathers acknowledged 
none to be the successors of the Apostles, in their reserved, ordi- 
nary powers of government, or.dination, confirmation, and cen- 
sure, but those whom they afterwards peculiarly called Bishops. 
And what Clemens says, is by no means inconsistent with this *, 
for he knew very well that the Apostles, in their ordinary cha- 
racter, were superior to Presbyters and Deacons; and, therefore, 
from the enumeration, it appears that there were three orders of 
ministers in the Church of Christ. 

Before I conclude this head, it juay be well to notice a trifling 
objection, or rather cavil, which is usually made by our oppo- 
nents, when urged by the testjimouy of Clemens, in favour of 
different order^j in the Christian ministry. They say, that he 
does not mention any Bishop at Corinth when he wrote his 
epistle. This is undoubtedly true. Nor does he mention, that 
hq himself was Bishop of Rome when he wrote ; yet all antiquity 
asserts the fact The epistle runs in the name of the whole 
Church of Rome, and is addressed to the whole Church of 
Corinth. Of that Church we have no records till the second 
century. Then we read in a fragment of the history of Hege- 
sippua, preserved by Eusebius,* that Primus was Bishop of Corinth 
by succession. From that time, history takes notice of a chief 
pastor established over it ; but we have no list of the names of 
the Bishops who governed that see during the first century. 
But who can doubt that the Church of Corinth had the 
same episcopal establishment that Ignatius, a short time after, 
assures us m other Churches had, *^ to tne utmost bounds of 
the earth 1" 

I would observe further, that this arguing, or, to speak more 
properly, cavilling from the silence of an author, against any 

a 4^^. Bist, lib. iV, cap. zxH. p. 182. 
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ftct in Qii^ioii,.can itetet he admitiM >ivit1iout themo^ perm^ud 
conBequen^es. The Scripture, and , some - of its most important 
institutions, tvonld be matefiany dffepted by it. ^ For instance — 
nffme have asserted, that tiie^ first institution of the B^bbath was 
by Moses in the- wilderness'; and they attempt to prove it by 
^yfngf that there is not the l\e»st hint .i^ the Pei^tateuch that it 
was kept by Adam and his posterity/ till after the eicit of tKe 
Hebrews frorti Egypt. Consequently, say they," when Moses 
speaks of that Institution imtoediately after the creation, he 

S leaks by way of anticipation. This is the o^iniion of Paley, 
eyfin, and others; but to meHt ap|)ears a violent construction 
of the words of Moses. So asain, in the case of the Christian 
SabbaUi ; there Is no inentipn (say they) in the New Testament, 
Ihat it was instituted by Christ, or by his Apoistles, un^er tlie 
directiolipf the iHotv Spirit ; and that is .undoubtedly true; 
but it by no means follow^, that it is a mere ecclesiastical insti- 
tntion, resulting from human prudence. From the silence of the 
Scriptures, the Socinians also argue against the continuance of 
the sacrament of baptism in the Church'. Christ, say they, 
ol?dered his Apostles to l^ptize and disciple all nations ; but 
whfen converted to the faith, he does not comniand th,at the 
'8a<5rankent'of baptism be continued ; and, therefore, it ought not 
.to be ^ministered after a nation becomes^C^ristian.. AU this I 
take, to be mere cavilling, and harilly desierving an answer, 
fhcactiy of apiece With it is the inference of our opponenjts; that 
^ihe Church of Corinth was' not. episcopal, becanse. there is no 
'mention of a Bi^op in the epistle of Clemens; wheA it appears 
front Ignatius, but i short time after, that all ^the' world' "Was 
episcopal. - ~ ' • ; '' ' ' • . , 

. I have n^w produced all the testimonies from the fathers thai 
Appear to me nece^ary to -establish the a'postolical institution oX 
diocesan episcopacy ; ^nd I cannot biit fatter myself that the 
evidence is clear, positive, arid decisive. Itnas.been adniitted 
to be so up to the middle of" the second century, W our most 
learned opponents; Blondel, Saimasius, paille; the Westminster 
Assembly of Divines, and others. And they admit, that the 
epistles of Ignatius are decided^ in favour of' episcopacy ; and, 
byconsequence, if Uiey subscribed to their genumenessj they 
must give up Ihe cause. I fcj^nnot think that it is any breach of 
charity to say, that this was the true motive of their opposition 
to these epistle^. We are very apt io be satisfied with very weajp 
'Ohxections^ to the truth of what ^e wish; to be false ; and with 
very slight reasons in' favour of what we wish to be true, Gdod 
men as Well as bad, are too much under the effect of thiff weak- 
ness : and it often determines theh- judgment when they have 
" not the least suspicion of it. In this way, I reconcile my asser- 
tion with churity. 

I have now, wir, adduced a large portion of the evidence that 
£s to be found in the primitive writers, in favour of diocesan 
episcopacy; -and I think I* may safely say, in the words of 
Vol. L— 10 
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Bishop Hoadly, that *^ we have as uniTersal, and as uaanimomb 

a testimony or all writers - and historians from, the Apostlea^ 
days, as could reasonably be expected or desired. Evei^ one 
who speaks of the goyerninent of the Church in. any place, wit- 
nessing that episcopacy was the settled form ; and -every* one- 
who Imth occasion to speak of the original of it, tracing it up to 
the AposUes' days, and fixing it upon their decree ; and what is- 
very remarkable) no one coi^radicting this, either of the friends 
i>r enemies of Christianity, either of the orthodox or heretical, 
through those affes in which only £uch assertions concern- 
"ng this matto: of fact could well be disproved. From which 
iestimonies I cannot bnt think it highly reasojnable to infer, that 
episcopacy was of apostolicaZ institution^ .Were there ooly 
testimonies to bie- produced, that this was the governmiqntbf the 
Church in all ages, it would be but reasonable to conclude it of 
apostolical institution ; it being so highly improbable th^t so 
material a point should be established without their advice or 
decree, when We ftnd the Churches consulting them upon every 
occasion, and upon matters not of greater importance than this.. 
But when we find the same persons witnessing not only that the 
government of the Church was episcopal, but that it was of 
apostolical insHtutioTij and delivered down from the beginnings 
as siich, this adds weight to the matter, and makes it more un- 
donbted. So that here are two points to which they bear wH-- 
ncss, that this was the government of the Church in,their.days^ 
and .that it yrsis of apostolical institution. And in these there 
is such a constancy and unanimity, that even St. Jerome hhnselC 

Sprho was. born near two hundred and fiftyyears after the Apos- 
esj and is the <ihief person in all that time whom the iPresbyte-. 
r.ians cite for any purpose of theirs) traces tip episcopacy to the 
very Apostles, and makes it of their institution ; and in the very 
place where he. most Exalts Presbytets, he excepts ordination 
as a work always peculiar to Bishops. So that supposing there 
be.nothing.in the New.Tiestament concerning the superiority of 
Bishops to Presbyters; and nothing of any confinement.of the 
power of ordination to that superior order ; yet Uiere may be 
sufficient evidence of apostolical institution from these testi-. 
monies. And if there -be 'sufficient evidence of Hhis^ by what 
meaiis soever it came to us, it ought to be received. Now, that 
this ought to be. accounted sufficient evidence by our- brethren 
in this case^ is plain from their receiving the same testimonies 
in another most important P9iiit, which is not. and could not be 
plainly settled in the Scriptiires themselves. For it is upon the 
t^timony of ancient writers in all ages, that they as well as we, 
believe ihe books of the New Testament to have been extant from 
the Apostles' days ; and to have been written by the Apostles, or < 
by persons approved of by them* And this, indeed, makes me 
the more solicitous to establidh^&e credibihty of this testimoqy.of 
the ancient Church concerning episcopacy, because t fear th6 ob« 
jections with great zeal advanced against it,^will be found at last 
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tphaved very badlnifiufence upon all histdtical certainty, and to 
reach farther than 4hey \^ere designed^^to the prejiidice oT Vhat 
'is of the last importance to the Christian Chtlrch."** Thus rea- 
sons Bishop Hoadley : and very powerful reasoning it is. It in- 
volves consequences of very high import, and, therefore,.deserves 
yxjurrndst aerious consideration.' ' . 

. But it seems, Sh*,^ that this dear and unanimous testimony of 
the whole Church in the second, third, fourth, and all subsequent 
ages to the apfosftolic inatitdtion of episcopacy, is not enough to 
convnice you. Vou want * a warrant which would be indubitable 
and satisfactory, if all books, exc^epting the Bible, were banished 
from the Church.' « 

This is reaUy a most astonishing demand from a man of sehse 
and learning. I could scarcely believe my eyes when I read it* 
Well, Sir, let us meet upon this point and see what the result 
vi^ill be. 

1. There are many passages in the Bible that cannot be 
expljained,' without ex^rfl7ieo?/s /information, without' the know- 
ledge of ctrstoms, manners, laws, judicatories, weights, measures, 
*and a variety of other thirigs. But these are not tp be learned 

but from books. Of the meaning of all these passages, then, we 
must remain perfectly ignorant ; for the' supposition is, that there 
is not a book in the Church but the Bible. 

2. Upon this supposition, we could not h^ve had the Scriptures 
translated with any tolerable propriety, indeed, I do not see 
how we coUld have had any translation of the New Testament; 
for the knowledge of modern Gre^k would not qualify any nian 
to translate the Grfeek Testament. . Something better might be 
done with thje Hebreiy Bible, as the iMiguage'is still preserved 
among the Jews 5 but, notwithstanding, without the knowledge 
of the cognate oriental languages, thfe difficulties of translating 
would be exceedingly multiplied. These, would be. very serious 

evils. ' . * ', "^ ■ /. 

3. ^If we had no other book in the world but the Bible, I cannot 
conceive how we are to determine the genuineness aud authen- 
ticity of the sacted books. How are we to prove that the 
writings ascribed to Peter, Paul, John, &c: were of their inditing ; 
or that the present copy is a genuine t^nscript of the original 
manuscript^ ? -Here we shall be coinpletely aground. In this, 
as well as in other respects, the writings of the fathers are of 
imniense value.; and in a dispute with a Deist, you woidd, Sifj 
lay hold of thenj with avidity. But supposfe the Deist were -to 
demand of you *« warrant which w^ould be indubitable and satis- 
factory ,' if all books, excepting the Bible, were banished from 
*th^ Church.' What Would you-siay to (his demand'? Would 
• you tell him, that you take it for granted, that all the succeeding 

copies of the original mauuscripts are sincere, arid free from 
every kind Of corruption-'? You know very. M^ell, Sir, that he 
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lirottld trent such air answer with the moat flavereigaoonteniDt, 
and that tcx) with the .utmost propriety. Here you woulcl W 
involved in inextricalde'difficult^ ; your mouth would be stopped, 
and you would be obliged to yield the cause, without.the possi* 
bility of maki^ a reply. But this is not all; you could not, 
in tne fourth place, maintain 4he grand evid^c^ of /Chris- 
tianity. , ' 

4. The two pUlani upon which the Christian fabric rests, are 
miracles and prophecies. The Deist might ask you, How. can 
you prove that any one prophecy 1^ the Bible has been infilled 1- 
You caniiot say, from historical evidence, for that your unrea> 
sonablc demand precludes. Were he to demand of ybu a pit)of 
that the prophecies were not delivered after the events, you have 
no proof to give him j for the Bible alone, upon your supposition, 
is to prove the fulfilment of its own prophecies. And as to 
miracles, the Deist would ask you, how does it appear that the 
wonderful works recorded in the Scriptures were ever performed ? 
Who, he mighf^say, ever saw them, and who has borne witness 
that they were ever wrought 1 Here again, you have shut your 
own mouth ; for you have excluded the testimonies of the primi- 
tive writers. In short, Sir, your rejecting the voice of antiquity 
in favour of episcopacy, does, in its genuine consequences, take 
out of our hands, '^ God's last, best gift to man," the revelation of 
his will by Jbsus Christ, and by thk first messengers of salva- 
tion, his holy Apostles. 

Iliese, Sir,, are very dreadful considerations ; resulting neces- 
sarily from- your position, that the Bible alone, witlMNit any 
extraneous' evidence or illustration^ is quite sufficient for our 
guidance and direction. 

Nor can you. Sir, take shelter under the general opinion of 
Prptestant Churches, and of the Church of England in particular, 
that " whatsoever is not read in holy Script^re^ nor may be 
proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should 
be believed as an article of faith, or be thought requisite^ or 
necessary to^alvation." This I take to be sound doctrine, when 
properly understood. This article of x)ur Church is levelled 
against the Romish doctriae, which maintains the.necessUy t>f 
bdieving oral traditions, which, from the mode of conveyance, 
can never posscs^ any character of authenticity. Besides, the 
absurdity ot supposing that the Almightv would convey to us 
the terms of oiir salvation, partly by 'writing, and partly by oral' 
tradition, partly m the surest way of conveying instruction to 
mankind, and partly, in the most uncertain .way inoaginabla 
Biit.to suppose, that the Church meant to exclude every species 
of inforination that might throw light upon the Bible, is too 

preposterous to meet , with a moment's reception. ' ' • 

^ This article of our Chiirch, distinguishes betwe^ doctrines 
as points of faith necessary 1o be believed in order to salvatitm, 
and matters of fact, which, Ihpugh important, and* by all means 
to be retained, yet, are not of the essence of ,i*eligion. Thus, it 
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is es8ei>tial to aalration, that aB who lire whete the ligl^t 61 
revelation is. diffused should believe 5 for ^^ he that believeth nut 
shall be damned." Again : It is essential to salvation that all meti' 
sSoifld repent ; for *^ unless ye l^pent, ye shall all perish." Once 
more : It is essentisd to salvation, ;that all jnen^ ^ould be hcdy ; 
fcpr ^^ without holiness, no man. shall ^ee the Lord." Th^ 
Virtues and graces, constitute the very essence of the Christian 
jdigion ; and, therefore, we may be weH aissured thait they would 
1^ required in tlie most, explicit and positive terms, and, not b6 
kit, in the smallest degree, to the uncertainty of oral tradition. 
Accordingly, we £nd in the sacred Scriptures, with respect to, 
these points, "line upon line,jind precept upon precept ;." so that 
" he who runs may read.'^ But witti respect to matters of faci 
of a* particular, character, Vr particularly circumstanced^ thero 
was no necessity, for exjiress precept ; ho necessity for explicit, 
positive declaration. Thus, with respect to the change of the 
Sabbath iVom^the seventh to the first day of the week, a positive 
precept, or an explicit declaration was altogether unnecessary j 
for Christians, in the first age, liad only to open their eyes to see 
Ihe Apostles sanctifying that holy. day ; and, no doubt, they had 
it from the lips of those inspired men, that they were directed 
either by the Holy Ghost, or by Christ hiniaelf, to change 
the day of rest^ but of that we have no record. We mustj 
flierefore, depend entirely u^on the testimony of the primitive 
jBhurch for that fact; and accordingly we have it to a sufficient 
flegree> In like manner, we have no prec^t, noif express- war* 
rant for infant baptism ; twit we make it out to be a scriptural 
practice by reasoning, by analogy, and by circumstances afford- 
-iflg a; great degree of probability. When Ave add to these con- 
siderations the testimony of the primitive Church, it appears, to 
ine, that the evidence is enough to satisfy every impartial mind 5 
pjit precept, or express warrant, we have not from Scripture. 
Again: The procrf of the genuineness and authenticity of the 
«acred writings depends enltrely upon the testimony of the primi- 
tive Church, and there is no other possible way of settling the 
canon of Seripturc There is no precept, nor express warrant 
in the Scripture itself, for receiving all the books of the Old and 
New Testament, which are deemed canonical^ no, we must have 
recourse, to testimony, and that testimony js altogether e:ttrune' 
p«5. The^ SGriptures bear no express testimony to4heir own 
gennlneness' and authenticity ; but if they did, it would be toi^o 
purpose ; for the sincerity of the passages in which the testimony 
^is comprehended, n^nist be proved by external evidence. So that 
we cannot stir one step without the aid of the primitive Church. 
In like manner, if we do not find anyprebept, qor express war-t-' 
i»nt4n Scripture for dioc^saii episcopacy, yety having the unani- 
mous voice of tbe ancients in our favour, the evidence upon every 
l^rincipal of sound reasoning,, ought to 1^ deeiaed conclusive; 
and jt appears to me, thaMf you reject this evidence, an4 insist 
upon pnscepti or express warrant, you mOBi reject, in oi4er to 

4" 
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be consistent, tiie evidenpe for the change of the Sabbath^ f<Nr the 
baptism of infants, for the cancm of Scripture, and, in short,-tlie 
evidence for all past mattiers of fact 

But while I am thus contending, that the testimony of the 
primitive Church is abundantly sufficient to prove the feet, that 
diocesan episeopacy was of apostolic institution, you certainly 
will not mrppose that 1 mean to decline meeting you on Scripture 
giround. No, Sir ; I readily and cheerfully pisuss within that 
sacred enclosure ; and shall immediately come to the point, after 
I have made a. preliminary observation. 

As episcopacy appears from a cloud of witnesses to be the 
government of the Churdi, at the. close of the apostolic age^ it 
can never beadmitt^, that any thing in the New Testament 
militates against this fact. That would be a contradicticxi 
unparalleled in the history of mankind. It wou)d p}ac^ us ia 
>the ^most perplexuig situation that can be conceived ; f(Hr we 
must, if your hypothesis be true, either give up the passages ia 
the New Testament, relating to this point, or we must reject the 
highest degree of historical evidence, which, from the nature . of 
the subject,, is the only evidence we can have. Thus, sonqd 
historical evidence and inspiration would be set at variance; or, 
in other words, man, as a Christian, must contradict ~hin)£Hsl£ as 
a reasonable beihg. NoW", Sir, for the Scr^)ture proofs. 

The first proof G? episcopacy that I shall adduce from Scripture, 
is furnished by the Epistles to the seveirChurches of Asia: Mincer. 
It is the general opinion of the learned, that St John wrote the 
Revelations in the island of Patmos, m the year d5, and in the 
fourteenth of the reign of Domitian. At that time, Ignatius was 
Bisho|> of Antioch, and had been for upwards of twenty years. 
We have seen what sort Of Bishops those of Ignatius w^e ; atod 
this circumstance will, I think, assist us in setUing the quality oi 
iht Apocalyptic Angels, /-i^ 

\ That those seven Angels were the Bishops of the seven 
c^oce^a^i Cfaurbhes of the Broconsular Asia, Episcopaliana 
strienuously assert. UpcH?. this pointj you app^r to,.me,;as 
indeed every Presbyterian writer before you. has been, greasy 
embarrassed. And in order to involve us in perplexity, as well 
as yourself, yo^ propose some questions. The first, is, / Is it 
detain, that by t^ese Angels were meant indiiddual ministers V 
I think there can be no doubt of it It 1$ said expressly, that 
the ^eveh Stars are the Angels: there were, therefore, ju^ as 
many Angels as there virere Stars* There were seten Churches, 
and every Ohurch had its distinct and pecaliar AngeL Beades,' 
the descriptions pf the Angels are not applicable to a multitude, 
imless we suppose that Sil the Presbyters of the respective 
Ghtu'ches desavedihe same reproof, and the same conmieii- 
dations, which is inconsistent with the least degree of probability. 
Again, you a^, < Supposing individuals to be meant, what, ia 
there in the word Angel, which ascertains its meaning to be a 
diocesan B\»tiopT I answer, there is nothing. Wels^aostrees- 
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wbattever iipoB the title; Wt ijpon the address toUie Anaelgk 
and upon the concurring testimony of the fathers, that the^e 
Ange& were the Bishops qf their respective Churches.* They 
airb addressed as having jurisdiction over both clergy and laity. 
This, eveii Blotidel acknowledges. " The acts of the Church,'^ 
says he, "whether they were glorious.or infamous, were imputed 
to their exarcJ^i or a^iiei governors?'^^ ' The An^el of theChurch 
t>f Pergamos is celebrated for his personal virtues; yet some 
neglect was imputed to him as a governor, I have a few things 
against thee^ (saith the Lord.) Thau hast them w^ -hold the 
doctrine of Balaam, So also them who hold the doptrine of 
the Nicolaitans. And he is severely threatened, unle^ ^£e 
repented ; which prpves that he had authority to correct these 
disorders. ' The same may be said of the AJogel of Thyatira, 
who is blamed for suffering "Jezebel, who called herself a 
prophetess, to teach and seduce the people." And the Ang^ 
of Saxdis is Gpnunanded to ^be watchful, and to strengthen 
thosd who are ready to die ;' otherwise, our Lord threatens to 
come on him as a thief in the night. Since, then, these Angdbs 
had full power of reforming abuses ; since tj^e neglect of reforma- 
/tion is entirely imputed to then^; an^ since there are none joined 
-in conunission with them, whose votes were necessary. to, enable 
th^ to ^t ) it is evident that they had the supreme po^er in 
their respective Churches. . . 

But, Sir^ how will all this accord with your system 7 When 
^our Lord blamed and threatened the Angel of the Churdi of 
Sardis, might he not have said< " Lord, why blamest thou roe 7 
I have no more authority in thy. Church in this city, than other 
-Presbyters. We do every thing, as thou well kno west, by .a 
plurality of votes, ^d those Presbyters, who wish for a mc^ority, 
for the purpose of* beginning the work pf reformation, have-not 
yet been able to obtain it. I need nof tell thee, that. I am no^ 
jnore than the Moderator of the Presbytery, appointed ,to cQimi ' 
their vot^s and keep order.. Upon v^hat dictate, then,- of reai^on, 
Upon what principle of justice,, am I to be blamed for the defiscts 
and corruptions in the Church ? As a Moderatpr, I haye ho 
relation whatever to the. Church ; my relation is entirely to the 
Presbytery, and there I have but a casting vote. WHbiat then 
can I CO 2 Why am I addressed in particular, and threatened 
with excision, unless I repent ? For my personal faults^ t humbly 
beg forgiveness ; but I cannot |)ossibly- acknowledge any guilt, 
as ihegovemor of this. Church, when I bear no such cluuracter.V 
Might not the Angel of Sardis have addressed Christ with the 
strictest propriety in this manner? And does not this show, 
ho w^ utterly inconsistent your scheme of Church government » 
with these epistles 7 You might as well attempt to reconcile tt 
^iih. them, as to r-econcile a republic with a monanrchy. 
But, upon our system, all is right. The seven Angels are «a 

« 
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many indiTlduals: They are blamed for certain coiruptioiis' iif 
theii: respective Churches; and their Presbyters and^Deacem^ 
are noi blamed in the least, ^e Angels, therefore, must have 
had power to correct these abuses, and must have had jtirils-- 
diction over these Presbyters and Deacons. They must have 
had, as we have seen from Ignatius and others, the supreme 
power of the keys j and, consequently, the |)0i»cer of commission- 
ing the inf^ior orders under their government. Hithertpf then, 
all is harmonious and consistent The testimony of the fathers^ 
,and the testimony of these l^ripturo epistles, Is perfectly coin- 
cident. But, upon your hypothesis, the addresses to the Angela 
are inconsistent with common sense and common justice, and at 
tttter variance with the testimony of the. father^. 

That the fathers accounted the seven Angels so many diocesan 
Bishops, is beyond all contradiction. So say IrenaeuSj^ Clemens 
of Alexandria,^ Eusebius,*^ Ambrose,** and others. That Poly- 
carp was then Bishop oj Sm3rriia, is testified by Irenaaus, who 
knew hiih well ; by Ignatius ; by Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, 
who calls him Bishop and Martyr in Smyrna ; by Eusebiusj by 
Tertulhan ; by Jerome ; and by all antiqui^. And Ignatius- 
names Onesimus, as Bishop of Ephesus when he wrote, which 
was but about twelve years after the inditing of these epistles. It 
being then so evident, that one of those to whom St. John vrrites, 
under the name of Angel, was Pdlycarp, Bishop of Smyrna^ 
and, most probabjy, the other, Onesimus, Bishop of- Ephesus, we 
may be sure that aUthe rest were Bishops of their respective' 
Churches, as wdl as Polycarp and Onesinius. And let |t be 
particularly noticed, that these Bishops — Bishops in the ecclesias- 
tical sense of the word, having Presbyters and Deacons under 
their-direction, as Ignatius testines — Bishops who had the supreme 
Jurisdiction, and, consequently, the power ^commissioning the 
Inferior orders in the Church--are declared by our Lord himself 
to-be stars in Ms ovm right hand.. This makes their o^ce a 
Mviive appointment, and not, as you indiscreetly assert, ^an anti^ 
Christian usurpation.' 

'Is it necessary to say any thing more upon this point 1 I 
really think it is not. Connecting the evidence from the epistles 
with the chain . of evidence produced from the- fathers, we ^nd 
the same uniform mode of ^government. As yet, we cannot 
perceive a single link in the chain wanting. No chasm appears; 
and, therefore, we are not reduced to the arduous, and indeed 
impracticable task, of accounting for a change from presbytery 
to episcopacy, in direct opposition to-the well 'known principles 
of human nature^ to the voice of history, and to every consid- 
eration which influences. the minds of men, when examining; 
the evidence of facts. That I am correct in the Opinion, that a 
change of government was impracticable wi^in a century or 
two after the apostolic age, I shall show in some subsequent 
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letter* And this yrUl give me an opportunity of ex^iibitiii^ to 
our readers, your very extraordinary tissue of fallacies, conjeo^ 
tures, and misrepresentations, in vour eighth letter^ That letter 
is really a jnaster-piece of its kino. 

JBefore I pass on to the next Scripture proof for diocesan 
episcopacy, it will be expedient to notice what you say of Dod*- 
well's opinion concerning these Angels. You observe,* that/ in 
his ParxRnesie, he explicitly renounces this opinion [that the 
Angels were the Bishops of the. seven Churches of the procon- 
sular Asia.] And while he expresses much uncertainty with 
respect to the character of these Angela and concedes the 
impossibility of deciding who they were [were this true, it is 
materially different from conceding what they were] he rather 
intimates his belief that they were itinerary leg'otes, sent from - 
Jerusalem, answering tp the ^even spirits^ mentioned Zech- 
ariah, chap. iv. 10.' 

I really think. Sir, that of all the writers I have ever met with, 
you are the most 'unfortunate in quoting authorities. That you 
have never read the Parc^nesis of JDodwell, I aih well convinced: 
That / have never read it, I freely acknowledge. But, Sir, I 
have read h|s Life by Brokesby. In that hfe, I mid an ab8tra>ct 
of all Dodwell's writings ; in particular, I find that he had a 
singular notion with respect to the Church of Jerusalem. He 
supposed that Si. James, Bishop of Jerusalem, held a priority of 
dignity and jurisdiction over all Christian Churches, till the 
destruction of Jerusalem. After that period, he supposes that 
St. James' superiority was transferred to the Bishop of Ephesus; 
and that St. James first, and afterwards the Bishop of that 
Church, sent out itinerate legates, or Bishops, to propagate 
Christianity through the World. But " by degrees," say* 
Brokesby, " this power came to be derived to the governors ef 
other Churches, as to the Angels of the apocal^tic Churches." 
This^ notion of Dodwell's is, I beUeve, ^riqtly singidar; for 
I have never read of any other Episcopalian that has adopted \t. 
Learned as well as unlearned have their singularities; and 
Dodwell was by no means free from them. But singularities 
apart, it is evident from the above extract, that the pious and. 
learned man in question, believed the Angels of the seveH 
Churches of Asia Minor to be fixed Bishops : and that was his 
opinion, as you yourself acknowledge, when, some years before, 
be wrote his book on Schism. ' . 

' The next scriptural proof of dipcesan episcopacy, is tajken 
from the first epistle of St. Paul to Timothy. The superiority 
of a Bishop to a Presbyter consists in potestas ordinis and 
potestas jurisdictidnis — the power of order, and the power Of 
jurisdiction, as the schoolmen speak. As to the former, the po^er 
of ordaining^ that is peculiar to the Bishop, aad no instiwee 
nas yet appeared of Presbyters exercising t^at power. St. VpA 

i iMter lU. p. Ill 
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gived it as a special charge to Timothy, to lap hands svddenlp 
on no man. This would haye been a very useless charge, if the 
Presbyters of Ephesus could have ordained ; and it was really 
treating them very disrespectfully, not so much as to give the 
least hint that they had a right to co-operate in that business. 
The same silence is observed by the^Apqstle in his Epistle to 
Titus : — F(yr this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou should^t 
ordain Elders in every city. From these texts the fathers pb- 
Berve, that none but Bishops, in the ecclesiastical sense of the 
word,- had the power of ordaining. So say Cyprian, Epiphanius, 
Chrysdstom, Jerome, and several councils. 
^ The next point, in which Bishops are superior to Presbyters, 
is the power of Jurisdiction, That consists, first, in regulating^ 
divine service, and the administration of the' sacraments. St 
Baui gave Timothy this direction, that first of all, supplica- 
tions^ prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks^ be made 
for all men : for king's, and all thut are m aiithority, that men 
ma/y lead a[ quiet and peaceahlei life, in all godliness and 
honesty. And this power of regulating divine service, necessa- 
rily implies the chief power of administering the sacraments. 
Presbyters, indeed, have the- power of administering the sacra- 
ments; but not without authority from the Bishop. This we 
are expressly taught by Ignatius, ^ho was nearly contemporary 
with Timothy, and perfectly well acquainted with several, if 
Hot all the Apostles. Under this he^d, may be placed the Bishop's 
authority to prevent Presbyters from preaching Yalse doctrinp, . 
<Jhar^e theni^ not to preach doctrines which rather minister 
i^sttons than godly edifying. But what was Timothy to do, if 
they did not obey his charge? He must stop their Tnouths^ 
that is, silence them, as Titus was particularly directed to da 
A man that is a heretic, after the first aind second admonition 
is to be rejected. Who was to do this ? THtus ; not a word 
about Presbyters, or ruling Elders. Calvin agrees "with this. 
Tito scribens Paulus, non disserit de officio magistratus^ sed 
quid episcopo conveniqt.^ ^* Paul, writing to Titus, does not 
discourse of the office of a Magistrate, but of what is proper to 
a Bishop." And Jerome declared, that this power belongs to the- 
office of a Bishop. " I wonder," (says he, speaking of Yigi- 
iantius, who propagated false doctrines,) " that the Bishop in 
/whose diocese he is a Presbyter, hath so long given way to Jris 
impiety; and that he hath not rather broken in pieces with the 
mmstolic rod, a tod of iron, this unprofitable vessel."^ This is 
me very rod which Ivas put in the hands of Tiihothy and. Titus. 
It was peculiar to thfe Bishop in^ Jerome's day, and he' calls it to 
apostolic rod ; Qxid^ consequently, it was no usurpation. 

The third and last particular of episcopal jurisdiction, is the 
Correction of immorality, so far as it can be done by ecclesiasti- 
cal censura; Both Presbyters and peojile, in this respect, Wow 

k In, Tit, c. 3. 1 HiSBON. ad Rijpaiiufn ttdv. Vl^emt 



safejeot to the Bi^op.^ St Paul savB to Timothy, Ag^tMt <m 
Eider receive not an nccusation out before two gt three mt'K 
nesaes.; and, theni that sin rehiike before aUj that others (dso 
may fear. Presbyters then are subject to censure; but to 
whose ? To their brethren's 7 Not a word of that ; but to. 
theit Bi$hop's, to Timothy's. - The laity aldo were subjected to 
Tinxpthy's correction. An elderly man, he was. to entreat as a 
father J the younger nien were tS be rebuked with greater free- 
dom, but still with lenity. 

.. Thus, the Apostle minutely enumerates the several powers iit 
the commission, with which Timothy was invested. And as if 
this wer^ not enough, he particularly defines the limits of those 
powers which were conferred upon the Presbyters. When he- 
met them at Miletus, he gave them this solemn charge :. :Take 
heed, therefore, unto yourselves, and aU the flock over tJie which 
the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, tofeedthe Church 
of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood. Here is 
ijLOt the least intimation to the£(e Presbyters, that their commis- 
sion implied the power of ordaining ^-notliing, but to take care 
of their own conduct, and to feed with the word of life those 
over, whom Ihey were placed. But St. Paul gives very particular 
directions to Timothy,- concerning the persons whom he shotdd 
ordain, both Presbyters and Deacons. Is it not wonderful, that 
when he was about to take his leave for ever of those Presbyters, 
he did UQt say one wotd to them abput so important a part of 
their duty as ordaining, if they possessed that power 1 " When 
he gives his charge to Timothy," says Bishop Hoadley,. " itt* 
in plain wordii, that he is to govern and ordain Presbyters. When: 
he gives his charge to these Presbyters, it is to feed the flock of 
lav-Christians. Let any one observe the difference^ .s^nd judge, 
whether these Presbyters were ever designed for the same offiee9 
for whioh Timothy had been set over them." ^ 

Again : " That Timothy did," says Hoadly, " after this, govern 
and ordain at Ephesus, and not these presbyters, is plain from 
St. Paul's second epistle to him ; in which he is supposed in the 
same of&ce as in uy^ first ; and the like injunctions, though in 
more, general terms, repeated concerning his behaviour, in it. 
From whence, I think it evident beyond all contradiction, that 
St. Paul, did not, at this time, once think of leaving the whole 

fovemraent, and the matter of ordination, in the hands of these 
'resbyters. For if that were his design and solemn act, 
in this charge, what occasion, or what fbundation could there 
be for him, afterwards, to take these rights away again % And 
how various must his judgment, and how imbecominff his- 
behaviour appear, [and I will add, how incoitisistent wim the 
notion of his being inspired^ to be perpetually thus changing^ . 
first giving to Presbyters the right of ordination,, then ipojneH 
diately restraining it \ then solemnly restoring to them the righ^ 
of it when he was taking his final leave ; and afterwards putting^ 
the same restraint upon them dgain. . This i^ incredible. Ana 



J 



fitt ilcdTiv OKT oif scftiPTintB. [Letter JJL 

fe^ fhl0 miiBt be supposed, if there be any thing implied in ihe 
text now before ns, to the tHirpose of the Presbyterian cause.'^ 
- To conclude:, l^t. Paul gives ^ very solemn charge to Timo- 
atqr.^igive thee charge in the sight qfGo^, who qaickenetfi 
au. things, and before JBstis Christ, who before Pontine 
Pilate witnessed a good confession, that thou keep this com- 
fnandment without spot, unrebukeable, untUthe ajppearing of 
our LoRB J£8us Christ. ^ 

St. Paul knew very well that Timothy would not live till the 
day of judgment. -This charge, therefore, was not confined to 
the person of Timothy, but extended to the oflSce which he held 
al Ephesus, arid which, to* make sense of the pai^sage, we must 
suppose Was designed to be continued to the end of time. ' It 
was of the nature of that promise which Christ made to his 
Apo^es, that he would be with them to the end of the world* 
But the charge given by the Apostle to the Elders of Ephestis, 
was altogether personal ; it extended not beyond their own Ihres. 
As they had no power, to constitute others in their room, so 
there is no charge given to them to keep what was committed to, 
them to the coming of Christ, or, to commit what they had 
reived, to faithful men, 

ThfA die office which Timothy held did not expire with him, 
is evident from its very nature ; for there is the same need of an 
officer now in the Church who can ordain, as there was in the 
days of Tiniothy ; arid accordingly we find from the testimony 
ofantiquity that he had his successors. But with the presbyte- 
fian hypothesis, ' all these circunistarices are palpably incon- 
sistent. 

Now; Sir, were I called upon to point otit the superior powers 
of a Bishop in our day, it would be in the words of St. Paul to 
Timothy and Titus. I would say, that he alone ordains, that he 
has the chief power in theadminr^tration of the word and sacra- 
ments, arid that in the last resort, he hai^ the power of inflicting 
spiritual censures tipon both clergy and people. If tliis supe- 
riority constitutes a Bishop in our day, what reasons can* be. 
assigned why it did not constitute Timothy and Titm Bishops^ 
Oh ! the reasons burst thick upon us ! 

First, * Timothy and Titus are no where in Scripture called 
Biishops.' Do you intend, Sir, by this to amuse or to instruct 
your readers J if they had been: so called, would you, on that 
account, allow -them a superiority over Presbyters? You cer- 
tainly would not. If you 'will not allow it when facts are .star- 
ing you in -the face, you assuredly would not on account of an 
ambiguous title. Names are not always to be depended upon ; 
thingsslw&ys are. If TimotHy and Titus had the powers of a 
Bishdp, according ta the infallible Word of God, of what conse- 
ouenceia it what they are named"? As Presbyters were styled^ 

Bishops or Overseers, because they had a portion of the flock 

• * * ' • ■ 

• m Btitf Defenfe^ p. 121, 1^2, 123; 



iMer IX. ] TESTixoKY of soriptttrs. 123 

committed to them, Timothy and Titus, who had both clergy 
and people ' committed to thciir charge, would, of course, have 
the tifle of «pottrTwr, or mUerf or president. Obey (says the Apos- 
tle to the Hebrews) tJiose who hate the rule over you, But 
what, Sir, if they also had the title of Apostles 7 Does not that 
imply so much as the appellative. Bishop? Then they certainly 
had it. St. Paul says, that there were Apostles ordained by 
wen, as well as those who were immediately sent by Jesits 
Christ. Barnabas was one, Epaphroditus anotlier, Titus 
another. Whether any do inquire of TiTva^ he is my partner 
and feUow helper concerning" you; or our brethren be inquired 
of J they are the Apostles of the Churches { and the glory of 
Christ. The word Knoorokot is indeed translated messengers ; 
but that cannot be the meaning when applied to the above 
named persons ; for they ^ere styled Apostles of the Churches 
before they went to Corinth, from which they were to be des- 
patched with contributions to Jerusalem. Their Apostolate was 
evidently relative to their own Churches ; for Titus as a mes- 
senger carried the contribution, not of Crete, but of Corinth, 
.and Epaphroditus, not that of the Philippians, but of the Colos- 
siansj and' consequently, the Apostle could not, with propriety, 
say of Epaphroditus, your messeng-er. Besides, they are styled 
by St. Paul, hia fellow-labourers and the glory of the Church, 
which would hardly have been said of them if they had not sus- 
tained some very high character in the Church of Christ. 

I cannot see. Sir, why you should have any difficulty in ac- 
knowledging that Timothy, and Titus, and others who presided 
over Churches, were named Apostles, when Barnabas certainly 
was, and St. Paul tells us, that there were Apostles ordained by 
men, as well as by Jesus Christ. And, further, if the power of 
ordaining and a supremacy of jurisdiction, which, we say, the 
Apostles reserved to themselves, never communicating them to 
Presbyters, so far as Scripture and antiquity inform us, were 
conferred upon Timothy and Titus, which is as clear as if Writ- 
ten with a sun-beam, then certainly, when raised to the rank of 
Apostles by the powers communicated to them, they would be 
styled Apostles, as well as rulers, or presidents of Churches. 
That this was the opinion of the ancients, you very well know*. 
Clemens of Alexandria, Hilary, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Primasius, all declare it to be so. And it probably continued to 
be given to the-immediate successors of the Apostles, till about 
the close of the first century, when the appellative Bishop was 
appropriated to them. 

Another, of your observations is, that the authority which 
Timothy and Titus exercised at Ephesus and Crete, was in con- 
sequence of their being Evangelists, Now, an Evangelist, says 
Eusebius, " was sent to lay the foundation of the faith in barbarous 
nations ;" that is, as the etymology of the word implies, to preach 
glad tidings, or convey ^ood news to the Heathen. But this does ' 
not determine the order of the person ;ivho conveyed the ' good 
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news.' It might be done, and was done, by Apostles, Preshytersy 
and Deacons, and even laymen. According to your own account^ 
when you send out a In:e8b3rter to preach the. Gospel to tlie 
Heathen, you call him an Evangelist, and with ffreat propriety. 
So, were the rulers t>f our Church to send a Bishop, or a Pres- 
byter, or a Deacon, to communicate to the Heathen the * good 
news' of salvation, ae would, in the strictest sense, be to them an 
Evangelist J but it would be absurd merely from this circum- 
stance to determine, his rank in the Church. 

Again : In this strict sense of the word, Timothy and Titus 
were not Evangelists to the Ephesians and Cretians ; for St. 
Paul tells us, that he had spent three years in preaching tlie 
* glad tidings' of the Gospel to the people of the proconsular 
Asia ; and from the Scripture it is evident that there was a 
Church in Crete ; so that Timothy was no Evangelist, in the 
strict sense of the word, to the Ephesians, nor Titus to the Cre- 
tians. There is a wider sense, indeed, in which they were so ; 
that is, simply as they were preachers of the Gospel ; but in that 
sense, all preachers are Evangelists, whatever their order may 
be. view this objection then in whatever light you please — ex-, 
tract from it all that you possibly can ; and still it will amount to* 
nothing but idle cavil. The fact that Timothy and Titus 
were at the head of their respective Churches, presiding over 
Presbyters, Deacons, and laity, will stare you in the face, and no 
art whatever can diminish the clearness of the evidence. 

Another of your objections is, that ^ Timothy and Titus were not 

settled pastors, but itinerant missionaries. They sustained no 

fixed or permanent relation to the Churches of Ephesus or Crete.' 

Were this strictly true, still it would be nothing to the purpose. 

Whatever time Timothy staid at Ephesus, he ordained Elders, 

governed those Elders, and regulated all the aflairs of the Church. 

This proves his superiority. Now, if it was necessary to send 

such an officer to Ephesus as Timothy, to ordain Elders where 

there were Elders before, it must have been equally necessary 

when he left it, that an officer of his rank should take his place 

for the same purpose. And, accordingly, we find from the 

ancients, that that was really the case : 1. From a fragment of 

a treatise by Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, towards the close of 

the second century. This fragment is preserved in Photius' 

Bihliotheca^ and quoted by Archbishop Usher, in his Discourse 

on Episcopa4:y. In that fragment, it is said, that " Timothy 

was ordained Bishop of Ephesus, by the great Paul," 2. It 

appears from Eusebius," who says, ^^ ix is recorded in Matory 

[not merely reported, as you translate irropurai] that Timothy 

was the first Bishop of Ephesus." 3. From the Commentary 

under the name of Ambrose." It says, " Being now ordained 

a Bishop, Timothy was instructed by the Epistle of Paul, how 

to dispose and order the Church of Gon." 4. From ]Epiphamus,p 

n EccUb. Hi»U Lib. iii. cap. 4. o Prof at. in Epitt. ad JHm. p Bar. 7S. tt. ff. 
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who says^ *^ The Apostle, speaking to Timothy, being then a"^ 
Bishop, advises him thus : Rebuke not an Elder, &c. 5. By 
Jerome, who, in his tract of Ecclesiastical Writers, says, that 
" Timothy was' ordained Bishop of the Ephesians hy the blessed 
PauU^ 6. By Chrysostom,<i who says,^ " Paul directs Timothy 
to fulfil his ministry, being then a Bishop ; foi* that he was a 
Bishop, appears from PaiU^s writing this to him, Lay hands 
suddenly on no man. 7. By Leontius,'' Bishop of Magnesia, one 
of the fathers in the great council of Chalcedon, who declared, 
that " from Timothy to their time, there had been twenty-six 
Bishops of the Church of Ephesus." 8. By Primasius," who 
says, " Timothy was a Bishop ; and had the gift of prophecy 
with his ordination to the episcopate." 9. By Theophylact,* 
who gives this reason for St. Paul's writing to Timothy, " because 
that in a Church newly constituted, it was not easy to inform a 
Bishop of all things incident to his place, by word of mouth ;" 
and in his Commentary on the fourth chapter of the first epistle^ 
he styles Timothy, Bishop. 10. By Oecumenius," who, on 
these words, 1 besought thee to abide stiU at Ephesus, gives 
this gloss : " He ordained him Bishop." The evidence upon 
this point is so complete, that it obliged even Beza* to confess 
that " Timothy was president {irpotanas) of the Ephesine Pres- 
bytery, and that he had authority to receive accusations and 
conaplaints against a Presbyter, and to judge accordingly."* 
But now childish is this ! As if the name would alter the thing, 

• This is a very different statement from yours. Ah, my good 
Sir ! how easy is it to withhold evidence, to assert roundly, and 
to give a specious turn to almost any thiftg ! 

B]it, l^r, notwithstanding the positiveness with which yoa 
assert, that Timothy and Titus had no permanent relation ,to 
the Churches of Ephesus and Crete, I shall take the liberty of 
asking you, who told you so ? — * The Scriptures. We find Timo- 
thy travelling with Paul to Philippi and Thessalonica/ .&c; 
That is very true ; but had you considered that, all these journeys 
were finished before Timothy was appointed Bishop of Ephesusj 
you would never have made the objection. There is not the 
least evidence from Scripture, nor from the fathers, that Timothy 
ever left Ephesus for any length of time, except when St. Paul 
sent for him to Rome, a little before his martyrdom. After that 
event, we hear no more of Timothy. His short absence at Rome, 
till the fate of his spiritual father was determined, can never be 
considered by any impartial person as an objectioi^ to his per' 
mdnent residence. 

I have said that Timothy's journeys, as an Evangelist^ were 
finished, before he was settled at Ephesus. To prove this, and, 
at the same time to show that there were Elders at Ephesus 

' q Bom. 1 ad Tim. etin PrafaL - r Cone. Cbal. Act ii. 
S In Tint. I Ep. i c. 4. tin Pn^fat. 1 Tim. u 1 Tim. c. i, 
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when Timothy was appoii^ed Bishop, it will be neccocnry lo 
determine when that appointment took place. This wiJl appear 
with sufficient evidence from St.'Ponl'B^ret epistle to Timothy, 
in which we find these words : / heaought thee to abide sfiU at 
Ephesua, when I went into Macedonia. Now, St. Paul's jonmey 
into Macedonia, is not that mentioned Acts xvi., fot then iheie 
was no Church of Ephesus existing. Paul did not viEit that city 
till a good while after. Not could it be when he left Ephesua to 
go the second time into Macedonia, of which mention is made in 
the twentieth chapter ; for then he sent Timothy aifd Erastus 
before him. But it was after he had stayed three months in 
Greece, when hearing that the Jews laid wait for Aim as he 
v:ent about to sail i-nto &/ria, he changed hia course, and deter- 
mined to return through Macedonia. Then it was, (so far as 
we can judge from the very ehort accounts we have.) that he 
besought Timothy to undertake the government of the Church 
of Epiiesus. To which, when Timothy agreed he went forward 
with Aristarchus and the rest, waiting at Troas in expectaticm of 
the Apostle's coming. Then it was, moat probably, that Timothy- 
received the Apostle's first epistle, being written not from 
Laodicea, as the subscription pretends, but from Macedonia, as 
you observe, ancrAlhanasiusand Theodoret among the ancients, 
and several eminent modern commentators. For, however the 
AposUe hoped to be with him shortly; yet, well knowing that 
untoward accidents might prevent it, he thought proper to send 
that letter of instructions to Mm, that he might know hov> to 
beltave himself in the house of Goo. After that there is not the 
least appearance that St Paul ever employed Timothy in any 
general business of the Church ; or, that he was ever alraent from 
Epliesua, except as before mentioned, during the short lime he 
■pent witli the Apostle at Rome. So little support have you 
from Scripture, that Timothy had no permanent relation to tjie 
Church of Ephesua. 

By settling the lime of Timothy's appointment to the see of 
Ephesua, we have secured another point, which you represent 
as assumed by us without any proof; that is, that there were 
Elders at Ephesua before Timothy's appointment. I should 
suppose, that no one could poasibly doubt of that, if there was 
no mention made of it, when- he considers that Paul assures ua, 
that he had spent three years preaching the Gospelthroughout 
thai region. To suppose that there were no Presbyters ordained 
during that time, when there were so many thousands converted 
lo the faith, is one of those monstrous presumptions, which can- 
did and impartial men will not admit. But, Sit, we have no 
need to have recourse to a priori reining. The fact is cleaf 
enough. Timothy, after he was commissioned by St. Paul to 
govern the Church of Ephesus, went before him to Troas, at 
which place Paul arrived from Philippi, in five days. They 
stayed there seven, Timothy gomg by water, and Paul "by Iw™, 
to AasoB, where Paul embaxked, and proceeded to Miletus. At 
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that place, the Apostle aent for thtt Presbyters of Ephestis and 
the neighbouring region. Here, then, we find Elders, before 
Timothy had entered upon his eharge; and we find St. Paulldt 
Miletus without Timothy, and proceeded on his voyage to Jerusa- 
lem, where he was apprehended, and sent a prisoner to Home. 
After some time, he sent for Timothy, who, by the second letter, 
we see, was at Ephesus. After Paul's death we hear no more 
of Timothy in the Scriptures ; and but little in the fathers ; but 
that little reports him to have been martyred at Ephesus. And 
we have just produced abundant evidence from the ancients; that 
he had his successors. Here, then, we have such a degree oi 
proof on the episcopal side of this question, as could hardly be 
expected, considering the very short accounts we have in Scrip- 
ture concerning the first settlement of Churches. 

With respect to Titus, whom the ancients make the first Bishcfp 
of Crete, it may not be so easy a matter to determine when his 
appointment took place ; nor is it of any consequence to our 
cause, after settling the point with respect to Timothy. For thi^ 
purpose, says the Apostle, left I thee in Crete, &c. Baronius'y 
Conjecture is very probable. He thinks it was when ^St. Paul 
went from Macedonia to Greece, through the Egean Sea. If so, 
Titus' travels were nearly over. We find him, indeed, after- 
wards at Nicopolis, and after that at Rome, for the purpose of 
seeing the Apostle before his death. There he left St. Paul, and 
went into Dalmatia; whether for the purpose of returning by 
a rather circuitous route to Crete, or for whatever purpose, it is 
impossible to say. One thing, however, we are assured of by 
the ancients, that he was the first Bishop of Crete. So says 
Eusebius.* Ambrose also says, " The Apostle consecrated Titus 
a Bishop, and, therefore, admonishes him to be solicitous for the 
Church committed to him."* Jerome, writing on thes^ words — 
Por this cau$e left I thee in Crete,^ thus applies them : " Let 
Bishops, who have the power of ordaining Presbyters, attend to 
this." Hence it is evident, that Jerome must have deemed him 
a Bishop, with such powers as Bishops had in his day ; thcchief 
of which was ordination. And in his Catalogue of Ecclesias- 
tical Writers, he says, that *< Titus, the Bishop of Crete, preached 
the Gospel both in that and the neighbouring islands." Theo- 
doret says, " Titus, a famous disciple of St. Paul, was by him 
ordained Bishop of Crete ; being a place of great extent ; with a 
commission also to ordain Bishops under him."'' Theophylatet, 
in his preface to this epistle, affirms the sama Oecumenius upoh 
the text, says, '' St. Paul gave Titus authority to ordain Bishops, 
having first made him a Bisdiop."<^ Here, then, is sufilcient 
evidence, that Titus was the first Bishop of Crete ; and that he 
had successors to the same pre-eminence which he possessed, 
will admit of no dispute. 
• ' ^ . 
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With respect to there being Pre8b3rters at Crete, when Tittas 
was set over the Church in that island-, we may very reasonably 
suppose it ; yet, as the Scripture does not mention it, you are 
determined not to allow it; nor is it, Sir, of any oonsequenoe 
whether you do or not It is proved with respect to Timotliy ; 
but if it had not been, it would make no difference with respect 
to his oflice. We have produced abundant evidence, that Timo- 
thy and Titus were the first Bishops of Ephesiis and Crete, and 
that they had their successors ; and from the epistles it appears, 
that after they had ordained Elders, they were to govern them, 
and all orders in their respective Churches. This is the point 
we wish to establish, and I think it is completely established. 

Your other objections shall be considered in my next letter. 



LETTER X. 

Bev; Sir: "* 

I SHALL now resume my answers to your objections. Pre- 
viously, I would observe, that there is nothing more easy than 
to start difficulties with respect to the best authenticated facts, 
and the most universally received opinions. There is not a 
single principle of religion, whether natural or revealed, to 
which plausible objections may not be made; nor is there any 
fact around which ingenuity may not spread a mist. It is unne- 
cessary for me to give ^detail of the instances of this kind : Nay, 
Sir, you yourself are a proof of what ingenuity can do in this 
sort of management I have given sufficient evidence of the cor- 
rectness of this assertion. I have shown, that what you very 
^positively call facts, have not the least pretension to that charac- 
ter ; and that what you object to the evidence of episcopacy, in 
the second and third centuries, is mere cavil and evasion. You 
give US another proof of this in the quotation which follows. 
You say, * Admitting, for the sake of argument, that there were 
Presbyters ordained arid residing both at Bphesus and Crete, pre- 
vious to the respective missions of Timothy and Titus, still no 
advantage to the episcopal cause can be derived from this con- 
cession. We learn from the epistles directed to those Evange- 
lists, that divisions and difficulties existed in both the Churches 
to which they were sent. Among the Christians at Ephesus 
there had crept in ravenoiis wolves, who annoyed and wasted 
the flock ; and also some who had turned aside unto vainjam^ 
linff, desiriw ta become teachers of the law without under" 
standing- what they said, or whereof they cffirnhedy And 
nearly the same account is given of the Church of Crete ; from 
which you think it a probable inference, that the Presbyters 
themselves were < involved in the disputes and animosities whieh 
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prevaded-; and that it was, therefore, necessary to send special 
missionaries to set in order the affairs of those Churches.' Now, 
if the necessity of sending missionaries arose from the Preshy- 
ters being involved in the contentions, (which, however, is alto- 
gether supposition,) you pay presbyterian government but a 
very poor compliment ; for it seems, according to your account 
of the matter, that such a mode of government is by no means 
adequate to the exigences of the Church. This was your friend . 
Jerome's opinion, and it appears that you have at length disco* 
vered his meaning, and madeit your ovim. Well, Sir, I have no 
objection. 

Further: It seems, when there were Presbyteries completely 
organized in those Churches, that the Apostle sent persons in- 
vested with superior powers to curb the unrtdy Presbyters, to 
reclaim the wandering- among them, * to repress the ambition of 
those who wished to become teachers^ or to thrust themselves 
into the ministry)^ without being duly qualified ; to select and 
ordain others of more worthy character ; and, in general, to set 
in order the aflairs of those Churches.' If all this does not prove 
the superiority of those special missionaries over the Presby- 
teries of the Churches of Ephesus and Crete, it is hard to say 
what does. 

But these are not the only difficulties in which your theory 
involves you. By your hypothesis, presbyterian government 
is of divine institution. Yet it seems, very shortly after thue 
Apostles, under the influence of divine inspiration, had estab- 
lished that government, it became totally inadequate to the pur* 
poses for which it was instituted. If this be not a severe censure 
upon the wisdom of inspired Apostles, I do not know what is. 

Still further : Timothy and Titus, if we may believe the unani- 
mous testimony of the ancients, had successors in the authority 
which they exwcised in the Churches of Ephesus and Crete. 
'Then the authority which they exercised over the presbyteries 
of their respective Churches was conveyed to others ; and con- 
sequently episcopacy is an apostolic institution. 

It is a very natural reflection, from all this, that when men 
leave the plain path of truth, palpable error and inextricable 
difficidties are the inevitable consequence. 

Your fifth remark, which, you say, ' invalidates tiiie argmnent 
under consideration,' is the following : ^ We know nojt that either 
Timothy or Titus alone ordained a single Presbyter, at Ephesus 
or Crete.' Is it possible that this should have come from your 

gen 1 You tellois, that there is no evidence that there were Pres- 
yters at Ephesus or Crete j and yet that Timothy and Titus 
were sent upon an ordaininff toiir. In the name of cotnmon 
sense, how could they have nad any Presbyters to assast them, 
when, if you are right, there were none at Ephesus or Crete? 
A man, when he. deals much in surmises, ought to have, at least, 
a good memory; otherwise, the probabilit>^ is that he will vm 
bimself into gross and palpable iticonsisteacies. 
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You go on: < The whole force of the Episcopal argument de« 
pends upon taking for granted, that each of those miausionaiies 
was, alone, vested with the whole ordaining and goYeming 
power, in the diocese supposed to be assign^ him.' Now, I 
leave it to eveiy impartial reader, whether, if, as you suppose, 
there were no Presbyters at Ephesus and Crete, when Timothy 
and Titus went to their respective charges ; and when the Scrip- 
tures do not give us the slightest hint, that they took any wiUi 
them ; whether, I say, we have not a right to conclude, that they 
were the sole ordainers, and whether you have any right to sur- 
ffiise that they took Presbyters with them ; and particularly, as 
the epistles, in all the directions relating to ordinations, say not 
one syllable about Presbyters having a right to ordain? If 
groundless surmises are to be set in opposition to the evidence, 
both from Scripture and antiquity, that Timothy and Titus pre* 
sided over the Churches of Ephesus and Crete with episcopal 
powers, it is perfectly idle to dispute upon the subject. Facts 
are just what men please to fancy such^ and surmise is proof 
when it suits the reader. 

Your seventh remark, relating to thp journeys of Timothy 
and Titus, which, as you imagine, disqualified them from being' 
Bishops, has, I flatter myself, been completely answered in the 
preceding letter. 

Your nnal remark upon the case of Timothy and Titus, has in 
it something specious ; but it is totally destitute of solidity. 

The substance of the remark is, that if Timothy and Titus 
were diocesan Bishops, then the Apostles sustained a still higher 
office ; and, consequently, there are four orders in the Church 
instead of three. You had previously reasoned in the same 
manner in page 92. 

A few words will show the fallacy of this. The Bishops g[ 
our Church consecrate A. B. a Bishop for the state of Georgia. 
After his departure for his diocese, sensible of the many difficul- 
ties he will have to contend with, tliey jointly address an epistle 
to him, in which they give him advice on every point Uiat may 
occur— charge him in a solemn manner to lay handsf suddenly 
on no man— to receive no accusation against an Elder hut 
before two or three witnesses — to reject a man that is a heretie 
after the first and second admonition — to take heed to himself 
and to his doctrine, and a number of other injunctions ; would 
all this prove that they were of a diflferent order from the newly 
consecrated Bishop 1 Certainly not. 

Besides, let it be remembered, that the Apostles, in delivering- 
tathe world themind of Christ, and in regulating ^ery thing 
essential either to the being, or well being oi the Church, were 
directed by the HolV Ghost ; and then it will be evident, from 
the very nature of the case, that Bishops, as well as Presbyterd, 
were to be instructed by them ; but this did not make the Apos^ 
ties of a superior order to Bishops. It is different orders of the 
piinistry that we are speaking of, and^ with these, inspiratioui 
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had no necessary connexion, liajmen were inspired 89 wdl ma 
the Apostles. St. Luke has delivered to us the niii»l of Chbist ; 
but yet, so far as we know, be never was admitted into any dari- 
cal order. Bishops, as well as Presbyters, Deacons, and Lay- 
men, were obliged to receive his Oospel as of divine inspiration i 
but that gave that Evangelist no authority over the clergy. The 
circumstance, then, of Bishops being obliged to submit to the in- 
struction^ and directions of the Apostles, was of an extraordi- 
nary nature, springing out of the state of things, and, therefore, 
ceasing with that state. 

But the case was quite different with respect to the Apostles' 
jurisdiction and authority over Presbyters. It was a strict and 
proper jurisdiction, founded not simply in the inspiration of the 
Apostles as with respect to the Bishops, but in their superior 
sacerdotal character. The whole power of the ministry was 
lodged with the Apostles : this plenitude of clerical power was 
communicated to the Bishops, but not to the Presbyters. This 
plenitude of ^ower made the Bishops equal with the Apostles in 
their ordinary, permanent authority, and superior to the Presby- 
ters ; inasmuch, as but a part of that power was communicated 
to them. This was the foundation of the authority which the 
Apostles exercised over the Presbyters ; but with respect to the 
Bishops, it had no existence! The Bishops were inferior to the 
Apostles, not in point of clerical order, but in respect to miracu- 
lous powers; the Presbytera (at least many of them) were 
inferior in both respects. 

By this simple distinction, manifest enoughs in the Scriptures, 
particularly in the epistles to Timothy and Titus, to whom— I 
^tter myself it has been fully proved— this plenitude of^ apos- 
tolic sacerdotal power was communicated by St. Paul, and ahso 
from the whole current of the primitive writers as they have 
been exhibited in the preceding letters; by this simple distinc- 
tion, I say, your specious dilemma proves perfectly harmless. 

It is. really. Sir, wasting time to jnake a reply to so many 
frivolous surmises, when the question -between us is< a simple 
matter of fact, to be determined by Scripture and the.primitive 
writers. The sole question is, whether the Apostle's communi- 
cated that plenitude of sacerdotal power which they received fropi 
Christ, to' the Presbyters ; or restricted them to a portion of it ; 
communicating the whole of it to those, who, from the close of the 
apostolic age, have been styled Bishops. No evidence has yet 
appeared that they communicated the whole of it to Presbyters j 
but, on the contrary, f think that the most complete evidence has 
been exhibited, that Bishops were the depositaries of that plenitude 
of power; and that, consequently, they are an order superior to 
Presbyters. < If this be the case,, a thousand surmises and con- 
jectures are not of the least weight ; but if that has not been 
ftdly proved from the primitive writers and the Scripture, you 
need not amfise your readers with suppositions ; the fact must- 
be evid^t, either the one way or the other, from what has beea 
exhibited, either by you or by me* 
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The sum of wHat has been said upon the eaues of Timotfajr 
and iTitus, is this : — It has been proved, that they were sent^ 
Ephesus and Crete to ordain Presbyters and Deaeons, and to 
govern those officers as well as the laity, in all spiritual matteie; 
— tiiat those officers, from the powers of ordaining and govern* 
ingy were necessarily superior to Presbyters ; that Timomy and 
Titus were the stationary Bishops of their respective Churches ; 
the former having never been absent that we know o^ but on a 
short visit to St. Paul before his martyrdom, and the latter 
absent no longer than on a visit to the Apostle at NicopoUs and 
at Rome : but if Timothy and Titus had made but a short stay^ 
at Ephesus and Crete; yet, exercising the powers which they 
did m those Churches, they were Bishops at large. But what 
proves to a certainty that they were fixed Bishops, as much so, 
at least, as the exigencies of the Church in that day would admit, 
is the circum&tance of their having successors in the very same 
authority which they exercised at Ephesus and Crete; and for 
tiie proof of this, numerous testimonies have been adduced from 
the fathers. It has also been shown, that it was not as Evangel- 
ists they acted at Ephesus and Crete 5 for an Evangelist was one 
who carried good^neiJbs oi salvation to the Heathen; but tiie 
people of Ephesus and Crete had been converted in great numr^ 
foers to the faith of Christ^ before the appointment of Timothy 
and Titus. The result of the whole then is, that these officers, 
were Bishops in the appropriate, ecclesiastical sense of the> 
word. 

Before I conclude, this part of the^ discussion, I shall make a 
few observations upon your quotation from Dr. Whitby. You 
say,* this commentator, " notwithstanding all his zeal for episco- 
pacy, speak3 on the subject in this manner. * The great control 
versy concerning this, tthe epistle to Titus,] and the epistle to 
Timothy, is,^ whether Timothy and Titus were indeed made 
Bishops, the one of Ephesus, and the proconsular Asia ; the 
other of Crete. Pfow, of this matter, I confess I can find nothing 
in any writer of the first three centuries, nor any intimation that 
they bore that name.' And afterwards he adds, generally con- 
cerning the whole argument — 'I confess that these two instances, 
absolutely taken, afford us no convincing arguments in favour 
of a settled diocesan episcopacy, because there is nothing which 
proves they did, or were to exercise these acts of government 
rather as Bisluyps than z& Evangelists.'* " But why, Su", did you 
not give us the whole, of Whitby's word&l After he had said, 
" I can find nothing in any writer of the first three centuries, nor 
any intimation that they bore that name"— the name of Bishop ; . 
why did you not add the following words, ^' But this defect is 
abundantly supplied by the concurrent .sufirage of the fourth and. 
fifth centuries?" He then gives us a number of testimonies 
from writers of those ages ; and which I have idready given ia 
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the precedipg letter. He begins with Eusebhis, who says thdt 
" it is related, or recorded in history [J<rreparat] that Timothy and 
Titus wiere the first Bishops of EphesUs arid Crete." 

And as to Whitby's saying that " these two instancies, taken 
absolutely, will not afford jconvlncing proof, that Timothy and 
Titus acted as Bishops rather than as Evangelists /^' he evi- 
dently means by the word absolutdy — unconnected usith the 
testimonies of the ancients ; for it is by these testimonies, and 
by these alone, from the very circumstances of the case, that we 
can know that Timothy and Titus haAsticcessors. Had not 
those officers been succeeded by men, who exercised the same 
powers at Ephesus and Crete which they did ; then, of course, 
that authority ceased, and they were not diocesan Bishops. But 
as that authority did not cease, as appears from every record of 
antiquity that mentions this point, it follows irresistibly, that 
Timothy and Titus acted as diocesans. 

When Whitby says, that we have no testimony from any 
writer in the first three centuries in confirmation of the point in 
dispute, he certainly never meant to assert, that the testimonies 
of the fourth and fifth, and the following ages, dp not rest upon 
sufficient authority. No; he meant quite the contrary ; for he 
says, that those testimonies are quite sufficient to prove that 
Timothy and Titus were Bishops of Ephesus and Crete ; and he • 
knew perfectly well, that Eusebius mentions it sJs a matter of 
historical record, tnat they were so. The learned Jerome also 
ia positive. upon this point. 

Thus, Sir, if you had given a fair and candid account of Dr. 
Whitby's sentiments, you would have found the quotations with 
which you have favoured us, in no degree friendly to your 
cause. 

I shall now dismiss this part of the controversy, and discuss 
the transaction at Antioch, which you represent as an ordination 
by Presbyters.^- Now there were in the Church that was at 
Antioch, certain prophets and teachers, a>s Barnaibas, and' 
Simeon that was caVsd Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene^ and 
Manaen, which had been brought up with Herod the Tetrarch, 
and Saul, As they ministered to-^ the Lord Ain/d fasted, the 
Holy Ghost said. Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the 
work whereunto I have called them^ And when they had fasted 
and prayed, and laid their hands on them, thpy^ sent them 
away, * This,' you say, * is the most ample account of ah ordi- 
nalion to be found inScriptur6; and itis an account which, 
were there no other, would be sufficient to decide the present 
controversy in our favour.' Here, Sir, you speak ^ith as much 
decision, as if the matter were perfectly clear and indisputable. 
But I am not at all surprised. I have lived' long enough in this 
. world to know, that bold and positive assertions are not without 
their effect upon the generality of readers. Few rigidly examine 
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the^truUi of an asaertion ; especially, when it avita their precon- 
ceived opinioa. ^ 

You tell ua, Sir, ^ that if this ,be not an ordination, it wUl be 
diffioult to say what constitutes one. Here were fastuig, pra^peer, 
the iijnposition of hands, and every circumstance attending « 
formal investiture with the ministerial office.' But you do not 
conside;r, that it was while they were ministering' to the LoRn 
and fasting, that the Holy Ghost said, separate me^Barnor 
has and Saul, ^c. They did not meet for the purpose of 
separating Barnabas and Saul; but while they were performing 
some religious acts, accompanied with fasting and prayer, they 
received the divine command. This circumstance completely 
destroys your proof fromJthe/a^^'Ti^ fflid i>rayin^ mentioned in 
the text. And as to the imposition of hands, you certainly know 
that it was frequently used on other occasions, both by Jews and 
Christians. Jacob put his hands on the heads of Ephraim and 
Manasseh. And our Saviour acted in-liko manner, when he 
blessed the little children which were broug&t unto him. 

" In the case under consideration^" say^ the ingenious Lay- 
man, " Paul and Barnabas were plainly not invested with any 
c^ce 5 for whatever office they held after the transaction, they 
had held before ; but a benediction was bestowed wi their 
labours in the circuit to which they were directed to go by the 
Holy Spirit. The transaction invested them with ho new 
authority. It made them nothing that they were not befi»re ; 
which circumstance is utterly inconsistent with the idea of 
ordination, that being the mode of delegating power not previ- 
ously possessed. Tfis matter, however, is put out of all doubt 
by referring to other passages of Scripture relating to the same 
event. In the very next chapter, Paul and Barnabas are repre- 
sented as hd^y'uig fuliiUed the particular mission to which they 
had been designated by the transaction at Antioch, and as return- 
ing to give an account of the same — And thence sailed to Anti- 
achyfromr whence they had been recon^mended to the ^aeeof 
Goi>for the work which they fulfilled* Now, take these two 
parts of Scripture, which is the best way of proceeding in all 
doubtful cases, and compare them together, and all doubt about 
the nature of this transaction- will immediately vanish. Can any 
thing more clearly show ttiat it was not the apostolic office, but 
a temporary mission to which they had been set apart ? The 
latter they might well represent themselves as having fulfilled ; 
but surely not the former, it being an office that continued 
through lifCi. We are here also let into the true meaning of the 
laying on of hands in this particular case. It was a. solemn 
recommendation to the grace of God for the work which they 
fvlfUled. WiiemaU the circumstances of the transaction, as 
recorded in the thirteenth and. fourteenth chapters of the Acts, 
are fairly considered^ there can be no sort of colour for repre- 
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senting Paul and Barnabas as ordained to any office, much .less 
to the apostolic office.^'" 

Further : St. Paul tells us that he was an Apostle, not of men^ 
neither by man^ hut by Jesus Christ and God the Pother, 
Now. what could render it necessary, or expedient, that St. Paul 
should be set apart to the apostolical office, after he had been in 
the exercise of that office for nine years, according to Dr. 
WhitbyJ^ You say, * it seemed good to the Holy Ghost that 
before they [Paul and Barnabas] entered on their grand mission 
to the Gentiles, they should receive that kind of ordination, 
which was intended to be perpetual in the Church.' But do you 
not perceive, Sir, that ihis is taking for granted the very point 
in dispute 7 We say, no — they were not ordained, but recom- 
mended to the grace of God for a particular work, which they 
fulfilled, and, of which, they made a faithful report when they 
returned to Antioch. All the circumstances of the transaction 
evince this to be the case. 

Still further; What more need could there have been for 
human hands to be laid on the heads of Paul and Barnabas, 
than upon the other Apostles, when they went forth to the 
heathen world ? Not one of them underwent that ceremony. 
Even Matthias, who was chosen by lot, had not ithe hands of the 
other Apostles laid upon his head. All the text says, is, that he 
was numbered with the eleven Apostles — not a syllable about 
ordination by fnan. Besides, the sacred text never uses the word 
ordain, — Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the work where- 
unto I have called them — not ordain me Barnabas and Saul 
for the apostolical office. Is it possible that any thing can be 
more clear ? 

Once more : Admitting, contrary to every consideration that 
can influence the mind in its decision, that this was an ordination ; 
still it was an extraordinary case. It was done by the special 
command of the Holy Ghost — The Holy Ghost said. This 
would have made a valid ordination, had the ordainers been mere 
laymen* 

You conclude your observations on this transaction in the 
following manner. ' But, after all, it does not destroy the argu- 
ment, even if we concede that the case before us was not a 
regular ordination.' If it was not a regular ordination, it must 
certainly have been an irregular one, if it was any ordination at 
all. But an irregular ordination can be no example for regular 
ordinations. This,' I believe, is acknowledged by all sober 
minded Christians; and none but fanatic^ quote extraordinary 
cases to justify' irregularity. You go on : * It was certainly a 
solemn separation to the work to which the Holy Ghost had 
Called them. This is the language of the inspired writer, and 
cannot be controverted. Now, it is a principle which pervades 
the Scriptures, that an inferior is never called formally to pro- 
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ftouQce benediction on an official superior. It is evident, there- 
fore, that those who were competent to set apart ecclesiastical 
officers to a particular ministry, were competent to set them 

[ apart to the ministry in general, So far, then, as the office 

sustained by Paul and Barnabas--¥Pas ordinary and permanent in 
its nature, the Presbytei:s in Antioch were their equals.' Now, 
Sir, if there be any force in this reasoning, it may be as well 
applied to your hypothesis, as to ours. For if it be necessary to 
a formal benediction, that it should be pronounced by a superior 
upon an inferior, then it follows, that the projohets and teachers 
at Antioch, who, by your own acknowleagment, were not 
superior to Paul and Barnabas, could not have ordained theini ; 
for benediction always accompanies ordination. So that, accord- 
ing to your mode of reasoning, those Apostles could neither 
have been ordained nor blessed. And then the whole transaction 
was a mere.farce. This is too shocking. . 

"When you infer * that those who were competent to set apart 
ecclesiastical officers to a, particular ministry, were' competent 

* to set them apart to the ministry in general,'' you involve your- 

self in ambiguous terms. If you mean that those who can 
* ordain to a particular ministry, can also ordain to a general 

ministry, you are undpubtedly right; but if you mean that those 
who can by prayer recommend to the grace of God, can Ihere- 

I fore ordain to the ministry, you are undoubtedly wrong. Mere 

I laymen might do the former, but mere laymen cannot do the 

latter. There is, therefore, no connexion between them ; and, 

i consequently, your inference is not a logical result from the 

premise. 

The truth is, the transaction before us, view it in i^hatever 
point t)T light you please, can never fairly be made an ordination. 
But if it could, it would be of no manner of service to you ; for 
the command of the Holy Ghost conveyed competent authority, 
and supplied every defect. 
" It was a maxim among the Jews," says Archbishqj Potter, 
I ^^XYidX a prophet may do all things, »The meaning whereof 

•was, that prophets having a particular warrant from God, might 

r- do things prohibited by the Mosaical law, which would l^e crimi- 

nal for other men to attempt. It was death for any one of the 
other tribes to assume the office of a Levite ; or for a common 
Levite to offer sacrifice, which was appropriated to Aaron and 
his sons ; or for any of these to sacrifice in any other place 
beside the tabernacle. And yet Elijah, who was a Tishbite, of 
the inhabitants of Gilead, and does not appear to have had the 
least relation to Aaron's famijy, sacrificed a bullock upon Mount 
Carmel, whereof God declared his acceptance by consuming it 
by fire from heaven. And we find that Samuel anointed David, 
and another prophet anointed Jehu, to be kings of Israel, whilst 
others were in possession of the throne*; which acts, if thev had 
been performed without God's express commission^ would not 
only have been invalid and null, but treasonable ; whereas both of 
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them had their full force and eifeet, as appears from the s^uel 
-of that history. And if the command of God authorized 
prophets to break God's own positive precepts, and to constitute 
king's^ we cannot doubt but tlie same command might enable 
them to ordain Apostles, But then, should another^ to whom 
God has given no such commandment, take upon him, by this 
example, to ordain Apostles^ and other ecclesiastical mirdsterSy 
he would be guilty of the same offence against the Church, 
which private men who set up kings and magistrates, commit 
gainst the state.'** 

View, then, this transaction in any point of light you please; 
take it either as an ordination^ or as a benediction^ it affords 
not the least countenance to your hypothesis. 

But you seem to think, Sir, that you derive some support from 
Taylor, Hammond, Lightfoot, and Chrysostom. It is true, that 
these writers consider this transaction as an ordination ; but then, 
you should have been so candid as to tell your readers what they 
thought of the jordainers. Chrysostom says,^ that " Paul was 
separated to the office of an Apostle, by the Lord ;" and that, 
although " Manaen, Lucius, and Simeon did lay hands upon 
,him," yet that he was " rather ordained by the Holy Ghost." 
He evidently makes the whole a miraculous business j as you 
will see by consulting him on the place. 

Hammond also considers the matter as an ordination ; but 
then he supposed the ordainers were Bishops. This favoured 
Jiis hypothesis, which, you know, was a singular one, and in 
which he has been followed by scarcely any Episcopalian, 
Whitby condemns Hammond's notion of this transaction. " He 
could not," says Whitby upon the place', " have had any tempta- 
tion to have made *the other three there named. Bishops, but 
that he finds them laying on of hands ; imagining that was for 
ordination^ whereas, it was by way of benediction on their enter- 
prize only, or to recommend them to the grace, of God^ 

You have also, Sir, given a very partiS view of Lightfoot's 
opinion upon this point. He makes the prophets and teachers 
men endowed with the Holy Ghost, because " the Church of 
Antioch was not yet arrived at that maturity that it should pro- 
duce feachers that were not endowed with the Holy Ghost. 
and the gift of prophecy."^ Men thus endowed, guided anq 
directed.'by special revelation, were certainly competent to com- 
jnission any officers whatever in the Christian Church ; but to 
build upon this extraordinary.case, even if it were an ordination, 
the right of Presbytersto commission men to minister in holy 
things, is taking such a libeity as ought not to be taken upon 
any principle of Scripture, any usage of the Church, or any dic- 
^te of reason* 

Bishop Taylor is another writer whom you quote, as favouring' 
your opmion concerning the transaction at Antioch. But you 
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should have observed, that Taylor considers the ordainers as 
more than Presbyters. He appears to have been of Lightfoot's 
opinion, that the ordainers were all Prophets^ or prophetical 
teachers, and that it was in effect an ordination by the Holy 
Ghost. 

- I shall now conclude with the words of the lefamed and pious 
Dr. Doddridge : "That they [Paul and Barnabas] were now 
vested With the apostolic office, by these inferior minislers, is 
a thing neither credible in itself, nor consistent with what Paul 
himself says, GaL i. 1. : Paul^ an Apostle, not ofmen^ neither 
by man, but by J^svs Christ, and God the Father, who raised 
Mm from the dead. And that they now received a power before 
unknown in the Church, is inconsistent with Acts xi. 20, 21., and 
upon many other considerations, appears to me absolutely incredi- 
ble.'' And, upon the words*-^^ the Holy Ghost, he says^ 
" This seems to be added to remind us, that though they were 
solemnly recommended by the prayers of their brethren, their 
authority was not derived /roTTi tJiem, but from the Holy Spirit 
himself." 

When, Sir, you make this transaction an ordination, you 
appear to me to forget one of the proofs which the advocates of 
parity give for the propriety of the opihion, that the apostolic 
office was not transmissible, because it was immediately given by 
Jesus Christ himself If this be correct, the imposition of 
hands at Antioch could not have been for the purpose of convey- 
ing apostolic authority ; and. if not for this purpose, it could not 
be for any thing but to commend Paul and Barnabas to the grace 
of God. This is drgumentum ad hominem, and it concerns 
you to answer it. 

Perhaps you will say, as some have, when pressed with these 
difficulties, that it was an ordination to a special ministry among 
the Gentiles. But that could not have been the case, for two vely 
good reasons : the one is, that the commission given to the Apos- 
tles, authorized them to preach the Gospel to all nations; con- 
sequently St. Paul had full authority to preach to the GJentiles^ 
without a particular ordination by human hands. And, secondly, 
that in fact, St. Paul did not wait for any such ordination before 
he preached to the Gentiles ; for he himself informs us, that tm- 
mediately he consulted not with flesh and blood, nor repaired to 
the Apostles at Jerusalem ; but went from Damascus the contrar^ 
way, into Arabia, where hte remained three years, preaching to 
the Heathen. There is, then, no point of light in which this 
transaction pan be viewed, that affords any ground for supposing 
it to have been an ordination. It could, therefore, have been 
nothing but a solemn benedictioiei* 

I have dwelt the longer upon this point, because you: seem to 
lay great stress upon it, and because you advance your opinioa 
with the utmost degree of confidence. 

The next instance of ordination by Presbyters, is that of Timo^ 
thy. Byt m this will require a good deal of discussion, I shall 
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postpone it to the instance you quote of Paul and Barnabas pro- 
ceeding through the cities of Lystra, Iconium, &c, and ordain- 
ing Elders in every Church, Your quoting this as a proof of 
Presbyterian ordination, astonishes me. In the preceding article, 
you endeavoured to prove that St. Paul was ordained at Antioch, 
To what was he ordained ? If to any thing, it was to the apos- 
tolic office. Now, to whatever St. Paul was ordained, Barnabas" 
also was ordained ; for, certainly, there is not the least shadow 
of distinction made between them. St. Paul also speaks of Bar- ' 
nabas as a person in the same station with himself. Have we not 
pov^er to lead about a sister, a icife, as well as gther Apostles^ 
and as the brethren of the Lord and Cephas? Aha I only 
and Barnabas^ have we not power to forbear working 7 These 
words suppose Barnabas to have been St. Paul's colleague, and 
St. Paul to have had equal power with the most eminent Apos- 
tles ; and both to have been clothed with the authority of the 
apostleship J otherwise, St. Paul's expostulation would have been 
nothing to the purpose. 

Again : The Scriptures, speaking of Paul and Barnabas, while 
they were together, ever styles them Apostles ; and no kind of 
distinction whatever is made between them. Thus> Acts xiv. 4. 
But the multitude of the city was divided ; and part held with 
the JewSy and part with the Apostles, [Paul and Barnabas.} 
And again: Which when the Apostles, Barnabas and Pauf,^ 
heard of, they rent their clothes, &c. 

So evident is it, that Barnabas was an Apostle, in the same 
sense in which St. Paul was, that even Salmasius, a great op'po-, 
nent oif episcopacy, could not resist the evidence. He approves 
of the passage quoted from the reputed Ambrose, by Anialarius, 
in which it is asserted, that they who were ordained to goveri^ 
the Churches after the Apostles, finding themselves not equal tQ 
their predecessors in miracles, or other qualili cations, would liot 
challenge to themselves the name of Apostles ; but the titles of 
Bishops ai^d Presbyters they thus divided, That of Presbytersi 
they left to others, and that of Bishops was appropriated to them 
who had the power of ordination; so that they presided over 
churches in the fullest right.** 

How consistent this is with Salmasius' opposition to epis-^ 
copacy, the reader will readily perceive. But the truth was toot 
powerful for tim — he could not resist it. 

This is not the only instance in which Salnxasius has done 
justice to the truth, although to the utter ruin of his own cause., 
For, in his dissertation against Petavius,^ he proves that there 
were many secondary Apostles, as we esdl them for distinction 
sake, who were the disciples of the first. And these, he tells us, 
governed the Chnrches with equal right and power, and in the 
^ame manner as the first had done, ne also ascribes to them. 

h See Bdrscouoh on Church Government, under the title, 'Tbe o^&ce of Apos-. 
ties was communicated to many brides the twelve.' 
i WaI}0 Mbbsa-HN, c i. 
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the same place over Presbyters -that Bishops had in succeeding' 
times. So that, according to him, there were, always prelates 
since the days of Christ, differing indeed in name and circum- 
stances, in the first ages, but not in authority.'' Such is the tes- 
timony of an adversary. 

If you coiisult writers of the greatest note amongst the advo- 
cates of presbyterian parity, you will find them conceding that 
Epaphroditus, whom St. Paul calls an Apostle, was more than a 
messenger » Blondel^ reckons him amongst the chief governors 
of Churches ; and for this he quotes Pacianus, Jerome, and The- 
odoret; and he might have added Hilary. Walo Messalinus 
approves of this ; for, he says, " Epaphroditus was called the 
Apostle of the Philippians, as St. Paul was of the Gentiles, and 
Peter the Apostle of the circumcision." He mentions the con- 
trary opinion, but then adds, " To me it seems to have no ap- 
pearance of truth, since I know that the word Apostle is never 
used by St. Paul, nor by other Apostles and Evangelists, but for 
a sacred ministry."^ 

It has always, Sir, appeared to me an unwarrantable hberty in 
our opponents, to assert, directly in the face of Scriptural evi- 
dence, that the apostolic office was not designed for perpetuity. 
In whjit did that office consist ? It consisted in preaching the 
Gospel, administering the sacraments, ordaining ministers, and 
exercising supreme authority in the Church. This was the 
whole of their commission, as we have it in Scripture ; although, 
no doubt, afterwards, they had much instruction given them 
upon that head. One part of this commission we find in John 
XX. 21, 22, 23, and thB other in Matthew xxviii. 19, 20, and in 
Mark xvi. 15. This sacerdotal commission was to 'be, conveyed 
by the Apostles to others, and so on to the end of the world ; 
for Christ had assured his Apostles that he would be with them, 
that is, with the authority he had just given them, to the end of 
the world. This secures the apostolic office in the Church as 
long as there shall be a Church upon earth. One would sup- 
pose, that there could be no dispute among Christians upon this 
point. But h^e lies the fallacy. The miraculous powers of the 
Apostles are confounded with their authority, when they are as 
different things as the qualifications for an office and the office 
itself. The propagation of the Gospel, at first, required that its 
ministers should be endowed with extraordinary gifts ; other- 
wise, the powers of the world would, in all probability, have 
been too mighty for them. These extraordinary powers were 
then the means vouchsafed to the Apostles to ensure success to 
their ministry; but they made no part of the commission with 
which the Apostles were entrusted. Their commission waa 
complete the moment it was given to them, but their extraordi- 
nary qualifications were not vouchsafed till some time after: and 



k Blondel's Apology^ sect iL p. 85. 

1 WaloMebsalin. c. i. 57—60, as quoted by Bvbscovoh. 
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if those qualiiiGations had liever been given, they would have 
been as much Christ's Apostles as with them. They would 
indeed have had much gi;eater difficulties to contend With; but 
tills has no kind of connexion with the idtf&of a commission; no 
more than the qualifications you possess for the office you bear, 
enter into the idea of the authority implied in that office. . What 
can be more evident than this? Besides, miraculous powers were 
not peculiar to the Apostles. Inferior ministers, and even lay- 
men possessed them. It was an age of wonders. — 'But the 
Apostles spoke with tongues.' So did many others, as appears 
from the epistles to the Corinthians. ' They delivered to men 
the mind of Christ, and were, in so doing, infallible.' So did 
^t. Luke, who, so far as we know, was nothing but a layman : 
So did St. Mark, who was the first Bishop of Alexandria, but 
not one of the twelve. * The Apostles saw Christ in the flesh.' 
So did others; about Jive hundred brethren at once, * The 
Apostles were not confined to a particular district, as diocesan 
Bishops are.' This is not true ; as appears from the case of St. 
James, if he was one of the twelve. But supposing it to be so, 
it is nothing to the purpose ; for a Bishop at lafrge is as much a 
Bishop as one confined to a diocese. Would you be less a Presby- 
ter than you are, were you to be employed all your life in preach- 
ing the Gospel to the numerous tribes of Indians on this conti- 
.nenf? It is astonishing that men of sense can descend so low as 
to make such ridiculous objections to the transmission of the 
apostolic office. The office is essential to the existence of the 
Church of Christ ; but the extraordinary qualifications to 
render that office effectual to the conversion ofthe world, have 
long sidce ceased. The continuance of the former was, there- 
fore, promised by Christ himself, whose word cannot fail ; but 
the continuance ofthe latter was not promised, because infinite 
wisdom did not think it necessary. This is the broad line of dis- 
tinction established by the Scriptures, and by the very nature of 
the case. 

Upon this head there seems to be something like an accom- 
modation between us. In your third * letter'™ you divide the 
ministry of the Apostles into extraordinary mid. ordinary. The 
latter you say was transmitted ; but the former ceased with the 
lives of the Apostles. Just so we say ; but here hes the faJlacy. 
You apply the word ministry both to the qualifications and to 
the commission ; by which you mean to convey to your readers 
the idea of an extraordinary and ordinary commission; and as 
the extraordinary ceiased with the hves of the Apostles, then it 
will follow that there could be no succession but to the ordinary 
part of the apostoUc commission, and consequently, Barnabas, 
iBpaphroditus, and others, could not have been invested with 
ramisterial or sacerdotal powera equal to those of St, Paxils But 
the reasoning which I have offered does, to my mind^ pom- 
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pletely .prove all this to be mere sophistry. For it was the com^ 
mission that gave the Apostles their privnacy in the Church, and 
not their qualifications. It was the commission which made 
them superior to Fl'esbyters, Deacons, and laymen, and not their 
inspiration and power of working miracles, and speaking with 
tongues ) for the very laity possessed these powers. Barnabas, 
then, if he were even destitute of some, or of all these extraor* 
dinary powers, by being invested with the same commission that 
St. Paul was, became thereby an Apostle, in the proper -sense of 
the word ; and not as you say, ' in a vague and general sense — 
as a messenger, chosen either by the twelve or by the Churches 
themselves, to go to distant places, on special errands.' Let any 
one read the history of Paul ajid Barnabas' travels, and then 
point out in what respect the latter was inferior to the former, 
as a minister of Christ. Barnabas is alw^ styled an Apos- 
tle. St. Paul always speaks of him as his colleague, as entitled 
to the same privileges with timself. He appears to have exer- 
cised precisely the same ministerial authority that Paul did. 
And in the contention which took place between them about 
Mark, Paul exercised no authority over Barnabas ; they debated 
the matter upon equal terms, and parted froni each other with- 
out any mark of superiority in Paul, or of inferfority in Barnabas. 

From these re^^sonings and Scripture proofs, I think we may 
fairly conclude, with all antiquity, that Barnabas held the rank 
of an Apostle in the Christian Church, and, consequently, that 
the ordinations which Paul and \q performed, were episcopal, 
and not presbyterian. 

Keeping the^ things yo, mind, and adverting to the proofs 
Which I have given, that the transaction at Antioch was not an 
ordination, our readers will be able to appreciate the correctness 
of your concluding sentences.—r* The supposition that he [Barr 
nabas] bore an ecclesiastical rank above that of Presbyter, is 
effectually refuted by the fact that he was himself ordained by 
the Presbyters of Antioch. As a Presbyter, therefore, h^ 
ordained others, and the only rational construction that can be 
given to the passage renders it a plain piecedeut for presbyterian 
ordination.' 

. In your third * letter ,'° you say, ' the whole argument for th^ 
superiority of ^Bishops, drawn from their being considered as th^ 
proper and exclusive successors of the Apostles in their official 
pre-eminence, has J^een pronounced invalid, and wholly abaur 
doned by some of the most distinguished writers of the Church 
of England. In this list are found the names of Dr. Barrow, Mr. 
Dodwell, Bishop Hoadley, and others of equal eminence.' I shidj 
begin my next Jetter with the pOnsideratioi^ of ^his assertion.. 

u Psge 93, 
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LETTER XI. 

I 
I 

Hev. Sir : 

I AM now to consider your assertion, that Dr. Barrow, Mr. 
DodweU, and Bishop Hoadly have given up the argument drawn 
from the succession of Bishops to the apostolical pre-eminence; 
or, in other words, that they deny that the apostolical commis- 
sion was conveyed to others. 

Now,- Sir, from the very nature of the case,! cannot suppose 
this assertion is correct. For as in the first age there were in the 
Church, Apostles, Presbyters; or Overseers, and Deacons, there 
could not have been in th^ next age. Bishops, Presbyters, and 
Deacons, unless the Bishops succeeded to the .apostolic pre- 
eminence, either in whole or in part. For an Episcopalian, 
therefore, to give up this point, is to give up the cause, or, at 
least, to be very inconsistent. 

First, for Dr. Barrow. Here, Sir, as usual, you give us no 
reference. It is enough, it seems, for you to assert 5 we must 
implicitly receive your assertion^. I am as willing to be patient 
«is any man ; but' there is a point beyond which patience will not 
liold out. I will, however, do my best to bear with this unscholar- 
like management, and will turn over folio pages with all the 
iCalmness I am master of, to ascertain the correctness of your 
assertions. I have done this in respect of Barrow, and the result 
is in no degree in your favour. 

This author, if I understand him, maintains the succession of 
Bishops to the pre-eminence of the Apostles, in what was per-, 
manent in their office, as much as any Episcopalian. In his 
Treatise of the Papers Supremacy, he quotes several assertions 
of the fathers to that purpose, of which he approves. Thus, page 
' 609 : " They deem all Bishops to partake of the apostolical 
authority, according to that of St. Basil to St. Ambrose ; ' the 
Lord himself hath translated thee from the judges of the earth 
to the prelacy of the Apostles.' " Again : " They took themselves 
all to be Vicars of Christ, and judges in his stead." And again : 
^* The Bishops of any other Churches founded by the Apostles, 
in the fathers' style, are successors of the Apostles, in the same 
sense, and to the same intent, as the Bishop of Rome is by them 
considered the successor to St. Peter,"* &c. Once more : '< The 
Bishops of Jerusalem, successorsof St. James, did not thence claim, 
I know not what kind of extensive jurisdiction, yea, notwithstand-. 
ing their succession," &c. A number of other passages might 
be adduced, asserting the succession of the Bishops to the Apos* 
ties, in that sense in which alone it can be asserted, viz. thekr 
succession to that superiority over all orders in the Church, 
which the Apostles possessed. To their singular gifts, indeed, 

9 Page 610, 



f ^N " 



At 



144 TimwwT or ■csxrms. (Zdter JUL 



• 



/ 



WM BO foeeoBoiL Tbeir inspintkm, their power of 
BDFKlei, thdr lyfkmg a variety of toDnnes. voe not, to be 
lorc^ coiiUBUiiicated with their coBimiawoiL. But these are ever 
to be eaiefoll J distingmshed ; and then there wiQ not be the 
least tanidatkNi te a—c ning that the eommiaaon of the Apos- 
ties eeaeed with their liTOu There ia thesune netewit^ wnr, 
that theie ever was, for erery particular implied in tfaeapostirfie 
oommisnon. The Churdi of Chkist cannot exist without it; 
aeeoidingly, yon ascribe to your Presbytery the whole anthority 
implied in the apostolie ccHnmisBion. We ascribe but a part ot 
it to the Presby tcra, and the ithole of it totheBiafaopsw This is 
the fugiilum caustt; [the taming point of the canse ;] and when 
this riudl be ooce settled, the dispote must come toan end. 

It is one of the extraordinary circnmstanoes that has always 
oc cur red in the dfacoseion of this subject, that our opponents at 
one time assert that the apostohcal commission was to be con- 
tinoed in the Church ; and that, accordingly, it was actually 
^xmveyed to the Presbjrters; but, when we say, N<k it was. 
not communicated to the Presbjrters in toto, [entirdyj but to 
the Bishops ; then they tell us, that the apostolical oommissioft 
was to cease with the lives of the Apostles, and flourish away 
about their extraordinary powers, as if these made any part of 
their commission ; making no distincti^m at all betwe^i the won> 
derful qualifications of the Apostles for executing their commis- 
sion, anid the commisBion itself By this artful management, a 
mist is spread around a subject, that is in itself perfectly cl»ir. 
In civil aflbirs, this confiision never takes place. No one ever 
, confounded great qualifications for a civil office, with the office 
itself. Is not this perfectly obvious ? Is there any room for 
mistake upon this point 1 Do we ever mistake in r^ard to civil 
af&irs? — Kever. 

Conformably to this unfair procedure, our opponents,, when- 
ever they meet with an episcopal writer who denies a succession 
io the extraordinary qualifications of the Apostles, never fail to 
tell us that some of our own writers give up the pretence of 
Bishops succeeding to the apostolic commission, and thcdr < 

^ Christian brethren' have no difficulty whatever in believing it. I 

But if you ask those persons to what their Presbyters suc<>eed, 
they tell you at once, that they succeed to all that is contained 
in the commission given by Christ to his Apostles. And thus, 
what they deny to our Bishops, they ascribe to their own Pres- 
byters. This, Sir, appears to me to be precisely your mode of 
reasoning. Barrow and others deny a succession to what was 
extraordmary in the apostolical character ; and, therefore, you 
infer, that they deny a succession to the apostolic commission. 
This is a non secjuitur ; there is not the least connexion between 
the two propositions. Barrow, we have now seen, does not 
answer your purpose at all. Let us next see how it is with Do^? 
well ana Hoadlyr 
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I in looking over Dodwell's Discourse concerning the one ' 

I PHesthxfod, and one Altar, I find the foliowm^poasdiges directly 

in point against ^ou. Speaking, page 244, of the mode of reason- 
f ing of the primitive fathers against the heretics of their day, he . 

I observes, that " they insist on no testimony of any Churchy as ' 

competent for this purpose, but of those alone which had at nrst 
[ received their traditions immediately from the Apostles them- 

h selves in person, and insist on no suscession of Bishops as coin- 

f petent for deducing such a testimony to their own times, but 

! only such successions , whereof the first were contemporary 

i with the Apostles themselves, that such Bishops might receive 

their traditions immediately from the Apostles, as well as their 
Churches." 

My second quotation is from the same 'book, page 389. Speak- 
ing of God's instituted covenanting symbols, by which he bound 
himself to ratify what is represented in his name, he asks, " What 
can be requisite for deriving this appointment at a distance, but 
an uninterrupted su^ccession from them who had it immediately? 
What more had those earlier ages themselves for it 1 What 
more can our adversaries themselves pretend; at least, what 
more can they rationally account for, without enthusiastic pre- 
tence| to new revelations ? And do not our Bishops plead the 
same argument of succession ? Nor is it any matter in law for 
weakening the claim, at what distance this succession be 
deduced, so that it be still deduced through unquestionable hands. 
No matter how long the chain be, so the links be entire, and 
equal to the burden supported by it." 

Another passage to my purpose I find in Dodwell's second 
Letter to Baxter^ p. 219. He observes of the Bishops of the 
third century, that they "are such 9iB 9ire cdlled successors of 
the Apostles, And that by these successors of the Apostles,^ 
single persons are understood in the language of that age, 
' appears in that, when they prove succession from the Apostles, 
they do it by catalogues of single persons^ as those in Irenaeus, 
TertuUian, &c. and that Bishops in the confined sense are so 
frequently said to be successors of the Apostles^ which is not 
sard of simple Presbyters, See St. Cyprian, Ep, 42, 65, 69." 

Nor will you. Sir, fare one thtle better with respect to Hoadly.. 
I did but just open his book on the Reasonableness of (inform- 
ity. when I found, page 4th, the following striking passage. 
" Wethink we can demonstrate that in the primitive times, the 
administration of ecclesiastical affairs was in the hands of the 
Bishops, who had Presbyters subject to them. That as thfe 
Apostles maintained a superiority over the Ptesbyters of the 
^ Chnrches they constituted, so upon occasion of their absence, 
they settled others in this superiority. That as these thus suc- 
ceeding the Apostles had the power of ordination committed 
to thekn, so their successors in the following ages claimed this 
power as their right, and looked upon ordination to be their 
qffke in the regular course of things. No wonder, then, that 
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ttpp^rs, that the p&non who uses the words by which the 
eommiseion is conveyed, is the sole ordainer, and that the otken 
who lay on hands, let them be even Apostles, T$r Bishops, do no 
more than express approbation. For the officer who; uses ^e 
words conveying the commission, either has the power singly to 
invest the ordained with valid authority, or he has not. If lie 
has not, then the x»thers who concur, with him have not; for 
fifty cvphers will not make a unit. If he has, then the hands ^ 
the others are totalfy unnecessary, merely, as to the conveysmce 
of the bommission ; although not so as to the solemnity and 
dignity of the transaction, and for the purpose of exp^ssinj? 
approbation. Accordingly, it is a matter that is not disputed 
among Presbyterians^ whether a single Presbyter would not 
convey as v^id authority as a hundred united; nor. among 
Episcopalians, whether the consecration of Bishop by a silig^e 
Bishop, would not be a» valid as by a plurality. The consecra^ 
tion, indeed, would not be canonical | but. that i»a very different 
consideration. The canons of the Church rest upon ecclesiastical 
authority ; but the validity of the eommii^ion upon the compe- 
tency of. the ordainer, and ultimately upon divine autiiority. 
A number of ordainers is, therefore, unnecessary, and there is 
nothing added thereby to the validity of the commission coii» 
veycd by the presiding officer. St. Paul,- then, was not guilty of 
a Violation of modesty, when he ascribed to himself Timothy ^s 
Drdination. He was the ordainer, and the others, whethier Apoe** 
tleS) or Presbyters, expressed nothing more than approbation, or 
concurrence. If this distinction be correct, it is needless to 
dispute about the meaning of the word Presbytery. 

My first answer, then, is, that it can never be proved by Scrip- 
ture, nor by any mode of reasoning whatever, that the word 
fresbytery, in the text in question, means a compatny of mere 
'resbyters. . 

As a farther proof <;>f the correctness of this distincttion, let it be 
kept in mind, that it has been proved from the holy Scripture, 
that^Timothy was sent to Ephesus to ordain Presbyters, to govern 
thos^ Presbytersj and also the Deacons and the laity j to ihffict 
censure upon both clergy and people ; in siiort, to superintend 
apd direct all the affairs of that Church. I believe thefiB never 
was a Presbyterian writer who denied this. ^^Indeed, there is no 
room for any difference of opinion upon the subject; but as this 
would iMit i^n end to the dispute, it must be evaded, some how or 
other. Accordingly it is said, that Timbthy's^ superiority at 
Ephesus was founded upon hi* character as an Evangelist; and 
as the- office of an Evangelist was extraordinary, ft ended -with 
the apbstoliic^ a^e. But it has bteeA shown, that thisis bold, gra^ 
tuitous assertion— a mere shift to get rid ef an uncontroll^e 
fact. It has been shown, that from the very nature of the offil^| ~ 
it must contimie as long as there are any natioiis to be cenverti^ 
to the faith of Christ ; that,«t any rate, Timothy could not be 
an Evangelist to the Christians at^ Ephesus, when St, Paul sent 
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bim to ^govern tbat ChtiF0h'} and that (which is perfectly deci-^ 
sive) he had successors in the very same aythority which h» 
exercised. This^ then, being the case, it proves almost to a de- 
monBtration, that Presbyters, were not invested with the power of 
ordaining ; and, consequently, the presbytejy which laid hands 
On Timothy was composed, ^ther altogether of Apostles, or, (to 
makethe utmost concession) of Presbyters with an Apostle at their 
head. Now these Presbyters either did or did hot ordain. If 
they did, then they conveyed, as clearly appears from the epistles 
to Tinxothy) what they did not possess, which is palpable 
absurdity* If they did notprdain, then they, expressed nothing 
but appi'obatian / and this proves the distinction between /tcm 
[with J and ^*« [by] to be just and proper. So that if I even con-, 
code, for the sake of argument, that the presbytery was composed 
of St. Paul and a utimber of mere Presbyters, yau are as far from 
your object as ever^ St. Paul w^s the ordainer, and the Presby- 
ters expressed only concurrence. 

As afurth6rproofofth'e presumptive kind, that the prei^yterjr 
Was composed either of a few of the primary Apostles, or, which 
is equally probable, of. St. Paul and a few secondary Apostles, 
as some of the ancients called them, or Apo^tles of men, as 
^e* Scriptures style them, we have the opinion of some of the 
most learned of the fathers. Chrysostpm, in his commentary 
upon the place, says, that the presbytery was cpmposed.of St. 
Paul and some other Apostles; Theophylact and'Oecumenius 
understand the matter as Chrysostom did^ and the reason they 
assign is, that Presbyters c&ki>M«i o»aaxa » HiahAp Ignatius^ too» 
in his epistle to the Philadelphians, calls the 4posths alone^ the 
presbytery of the Church, although he generally gives the namo 
to the Presbyters as the Bishop's council. Tl^e author of the EthicH 
pic version, says Potter,^ understood ^be matter thus, as, the 
hands of the presbytery Bxe translated the hands of the Bishops. 
'' There has not," continues he, " been produced so much as one 
example in the first three centuries of any mere Presbyters im- 
posing hands oh Bishops, and much less without fhem, in any 
ordination whatever. In the latter end of the fourth centyry, 
the fourth council of Carthage decreed, that, in the ordination 
of Ptesbyters, all the Presbyters present should lay on their 
hands near the Bishop's hands.*" The design of which canon 
seems to hiave been, that the ordiiitalion of Presbyters should 
be performed with solemnity] and delil^eration, sfnd to pre^ 
vent Bishops from admitting into this order any whom their 
dergy did not approve; but there is not tlie least Intimation, 
that the validity of orders was thought to depend on the 
Presbyters imposing their hands. In the same council U 
yas ordered, that the ^ Bishop only should: lay on his halid 
in the drdination of i)eacons^ In the ordination of Bishops 
there i9 never any inention of Presbyters imposing their han<&, 
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either before the maiung the foremrationed can<m, or afterwards. 
However, the i^ustom of allowing Presbyters to lay on t\mr . 
hands with the Bishop in the ordination of Presbyters^ wiis intro- 
dneed by degrees into most of the Western Charges y but in the 
Oriental Churches, they have still kept up the more aheient'prac- 
tice of excluding the Presbyters from having any concernment 
in ordination." . ^ 

It appearjs to me, Sir, to be imaredible,' that if Presbyters had 
a right to ordain, the whole Church of Crhist, in the ptirest 
and best agesj should have been totally ignorant of it. The text 
of Scripture now in dispute, if your sense of it had prevailed 
among the primitive Christians, would necessarily have been a 
warrant to them to admit Hie validity of Presbyterian ordination^ - 
They could not have mistcJ^en the meaning4>f the text, because 
tdey had before thieir eyes < traditionary practice.to illustiate it' 
Th6 second century would have known the practice of the iirst? 
thousands having lived to-the middle of that century, who were 
born in the first ; and thousands lited in the third century who 
were born in the second. So that the primitive Christians, had 
the best possible commentary upon this text— even ocmlax de* 
monstratmn. Had it been a text which involved no rite, no 
practice of the Church, it would have been materially di£krent ; 
there would then have beei^ roomipr mistake, as tradition wili 
seldom convey the meaniiag of words with correctness. But a 
traditionary,/a(?^ is a very different thing. It is considered by aiSk 
denominations of Christiana, astrpng argument against the eiie^ 
xnies of revelation, that certain ritFo wwxxjiiiatuuxea by jnoses as 
monuments of particular deliverances, vouchsafed by Gob to the 
Israelites. The same may be said with Irespect to the insthu- 
tions under the Gospel. "The histories of Exodus and the 
Gospel never couid, have been received, if they. had not been 
true ; because the institution of the priesthood of Levi, and of 
Christ; of the Sabbath, of the Passover, of Circumcision, of 
Baptism, and of the Lord's Supper, to. are there related, as 
descending ajl the ^way down from those times, without inter'*, 
ruption."** , Just so it is with respect to ordination by Bishops. 
That rite, always performed by this order of ecclesiastics, was a 
pit>of of original imparity. Consult the fourth century, and you 
find that rite administered by Bishops; and that it was not only 
the practice of the Church in that age, but also the avcnved sen- 
timerU that it had been so from the beginning of the Christian 
Church. Considt the third century; and you find the same rite 
performed I>y the same persons, and the same testimony to its 
Ciw^ origin. Consult the second century, and you find the 
ftame rite, and the same testimony; and in a particula* manner, 
you find a venerable Bishop, th6 pious and martyred Ignatiua, 
who lived a gre^ part of his life in the apostolic age, and who 
was persopally ^eqi^aiiited with some of th^ Apostles, decla]ting| 
. ■ -^ ■ ^" •' 
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d littles befofe his death, to the Christians of his time, that all 
lq[)iritual power in the Church was derived from the Bishop, and, 
consequently, that non^ performed the rite of ordination ' but 
Bishop. Here, then^ we have a rite performed by' a certain 
'order of ministers firom its first institutton, and handed down 
through every age of the Church, without any dispute^ fill the 
sixteenth century. Can yoy find, Sir, a better commentary upon 
the text in question than this? Will you suffer an obscure word 
to influence your judgmeht, in opposition to this sure guide? 
Will not the epistles to Timothy, in which it appears to be the 
fttct^that he alone was the ordainer in the Church of flphesus, 
in connexion with the practice and testimony of the second, third, 
fourth/ and all succeeding - ceitturies, be esteemed an infallible 
explanation of the word pre^hyterf. I am certain, that if we 
hsd light thrown ii^ a similar manner upon many obscure '^pas- 
sages t>f Scripture, we should think the meaning very welLascer» 
tained ,* and if no particular hypothesis stood in the- way, Chris- 
tians of all denominations would meet^ne another fn the same 
interpretation. Whence arises'^ the opposition In this case? 
Why is not consistency preserved ? Why is not the same degree 
of evidence consid^ed as conclusive in the one ease, as in the 
other? What can it be but the love of hypothesis, which fills 
men's headjs with false views, and ^eir reasonings with false 
consequences? ^ 

But it seiems there is to, be no end of misrepresentation, nor of 
atta^hing/consequence to what. has none. You assert, that if 
Paul was the sole ordainer, it will follow ' that one Bishop is 
sufficient for the regular (you should have said valid) ordination 
of another Bishop, which is opposed to every principle of epis- 
copal government, as well as to the establl^ed canQns, so far bb 
I know, of every Church on earth.' . ■ : 

I really, Sir,r wonder at this observation. You muSt certaiiriy 
know, that Episcopalians coiisider the consecration of a Bishop 
by^ sinffle Bishop perfectly valid, and that the custom of per- 
forming the rite by two, or three, is merely a matter of expe- 
diency. It woul4 not^ indeed, be agreeable to the canons of our 
Church ; but thatafifbcts not the validity of the ordination in the 
slightest degree. I am persuaded that this is the opinion of every 
Presbyterian upon earth, with respect to the validity of ordina- 
tion by a. single' Bishop^ or a single Presbyter. Had you used 
liie wowl valid instead of. the word Te^^lar, the incorrectness 
of the observation would be too palpable for the most cursory 
reader to overlook; ^ ^ - .-":'■ 

It is strange^ Sir, to me, that you should be so totally forgetful 
of your own assertions, as you have been in this and' other in- 
stances. ^ You maintain that there were no Presbyters.at Crete, 
VrheXi St. Paul sent Titus to goverh that Church j nor at Bphesus,- 
when Timothy was sent thither for the same purpose. Pray, 
Sir, who were joined with thena when they ordained th6 fiAt 
Slders ? Yqu haye not the shadow of pf oof that there were any, 

■ '• •" ' ' ' '13* ■ '"'* 
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And yet, voa seem to be desirous to impress upon the minds of 
yiHi^- readers the nbticMi, that a plurality of ordainers is neoe»- 
aary to u- valid ordination. Strange inconsist^icyi 

But there is no end to cavilling. You tell us, that the sup^^o* 
aition of St. Paul, with a number of Pre8b3rters, laying thehr 
hands on Timothy, * will be' fatal to the episcopal cause.* For 
ilet it be remembered, that all Episcopalians, in this controversy, 
take for granted,- that Timothy was, at this time, ordained a 
diocesan Bishop. But if this were so, how came Presbyters to 
lay their hands on him at his ordination ? We know that Pres- 
byters in. the episcopal Church, are in the habit of laying^on their 
minds with those of the Bishop in ordaining Presbyters 5 but 
waa it ever heard of in the Christian Church, after the distine^ 
tion between Bishops and Presbyters arose, that- those who ad- 
mitted this distinction, suffered Presbyters to join with Bishops 
by. imposing hands in the cons^ration of a Bishop ? No ; cm 
episcopal principles this would' be an irregularity of the inodt 
absurd and inadmissible kind.' 

Now, Sir, before you came to this conclusion, you x>ught to 
have proved) 1st. That the two texts in question do certainly 
relate to ordinatioi^. Ski. If they do,^ that the presbytery signi- 
fies a number of mere Presby ters,^ and not a number of AposSes, 
either primary or aecondar)r. 3d. That, if meire Presbyters, with - 
^n Ax>ostle at their head, kid their hands on Timothy^ the 
Authority which was conveyed to him, was not c<diveyed solely 
by the Apostle,, who was confessedly the superior officer, but 
also by the Presbyters, over whom Timothy was to preside. 
4th. If this latter be>the case, then you should have removed 
tile absurdity which results from inferiors ordaining a superior. 
And, lastly, you: should have shown, that thi& ordination of Timo^ 
thy wds to theofl^e of a, Bishop, and not of ^ Presbyter, and^ 
that the presbyteriate was the highest grade to which he ever 
attained^ Unless you can make, out all thes^ particulars, yoti da 
nothing to the purpose : but I believe you wilU find it a very 
hard matter to prove thes^ points. Hie labor, hjoc opus est 

But let it be admitted, that Timothy was ordained a Bishop, 
and not a Presbyter, at this time ; yet, no absurdity results from" 
mere Presbyters laying on their hands at the same time \ as 
Episcopalians maintain, that St. Paul was the ordainer, and that 
the Presbyters only added to the^solemnity; and expressed their' 
approbation of the transaction. That this is not the practice 'ii> 
the ordination of a Bishop now, is merely a circumstance of 
ecclesis^slical regulation ; nor would the highest Episcopalian in 
the world conceive the consecration of a Bishop in the smallest^ 
degree marred, by two or three Presbyters laying on their hands 
at the same time with a single Bishop ; as' they would ascribe 
the conveyance of the episcopal authority solely to the Bishop, 
who alone "uses the words of conveyance, and whpee handtf 
alone would be sufficient without those of other Bishops. 

e Page 64, 



1 



Letter XT.] ntsttmam or n^ftiPivRx. . IS9 

' Hnere cannot, to my mind, be a stton^r proof of the cor* 

rectneds of the opinion^ that the pr^ytery in one of these text«> 

supposing jt to refer to ordinalionf was composed of St. Pnorl and t 

two or three other Apostles, or at least apostolical iben, as the- 

first BiE^<^s were caOed, than the circnmstance that Presbytery * 4 ^ 

never were kxtowntahave laid on their hands at the consecrs-^ 

tion of a Bishop, and nntil the fourth century^ not even at uie s 

ordination 6i a Presbyter, I^ is inconceivable how this ebuld \ 

have been the case, if yt>ur interpretation xA these texts be right. 

Certainly the ancients had better means of knowing how thk 

matter ^tood, than any moder lis can bav« ; and as tiiey were re^ 

markably ten^ious of apostblical institutions, it is inadmissible, 

that .they laid aside the apostolical practice, when ^here is not «^ 

the least hint of the kind/ To consider the word presbytery 

alpnea proof o{ the correctness of your opinion, is taking for i 

granted the v^ry point in dispute ; and I hope, as a scholar, you 

¥^ill not hfive recourse totnicu an expedient. . . 

The result from what has been said upon the two texts in ^ 

question, is, I think, fairly this:' — We cannot prove tba#> these 
passages have any relation at all to ordination ; or if it be conce- 
ded that they bave, it cannot be determined irom Scripture, what 
the meaning of the word presbytery is; as it is never used in 
an ecclesiastical sense but m one 6f th^se texts. But if we will 
take antiquity for our guide, we shall find that several of the most 
distinguished fathers ar|6 of opinion, that the word in that place ' 
means a plurality of. Apostles; but what is of more weight, we , 
have no example for near four hundred years of Presbyters join** 
ing with Bishops, in the ordination of Presbyters ; ^ndnon^ to 
the present day in ordamiiig a Bishop, which never could have 
been the case upon your hyp6thesis, But what is of stBl oKore 
weight, your sense of the word is utterly inconsistent with the 
Epistles to THmothy; from which it is as evident^ as the sun id 
the firm»(nent, that Presbyters 4iad not the power of ordination. 
These considerations are of such moment, that I think it may be , 
sddwith truth, — the balance is greatly in favour of our side of 
the question. ' ^ 

But as there is no probability that we shall meet one another 
upon this point, -the least I think you can do, as a reasoiiableand 
candid opponent, is to consider these texts as involved in some 
d^ee of obscurity ; and, therefore, upon every fair principle of 
criticism, not aifordipg sufficient ground for either your practice 
or OUTS. It is conceded by all men of sense, that no doctrine 
should be founded u^on-a single passage of Scripture, when that 
passage IS not perfectly dear iti itself 5 and especially when 
tiiere are strohg objections upon other grounds to any particular 
sense given to it, I cannot suppose that you will not readily 
accede to the correctness of this observation, and if we both 
govern ourselves by it, our readers will have a fairer view of the 
controversy than t)iey otherwi^ would have. In the whole 
progress of this dispute, I have intended, and I believe my iiitea- 
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tion hus been fulfilled, not to infer any thing nppn incompetent 
evidence — not to rest the point contended for upon any siagle 
evideaee^-to pay no regard to any obseurepassage in the fathers 
^to indulge in - no fiurmises — to place no dependence upon 
names; and to exhibit no evidence that would not be deemed 
sufficient proof for any other matter of fact, were there no inte- 
rest of any kind u^be served by it. Upon these grounds, I reject 
I the interpretation which yDu give of these texts ; and although 

* I^think our intert)retation well supported, ^yet I am willing, in 
order to prevent endless disputation, to relmquish-it. 'On both 
sides, then, these texts must be struck out of the question. 

* * The jfburth source of direct proof in favour of the 'Presby* 
If terian plan of Church government.' you tell us-, ^ is found in the 

i|iodelof the Jewish Syndga^ne^ and in the abundant evidence 
, which the Scriptures anord, that the Christian Church was form^ 

after ih.e same modd.' 
This is a point which will require much discussion. -, It wiU^ 
^ therefore, he more convenient to make it one of the topics of tliQ 

. • next letter, * 



LETTER XII , 

Rev. Sir? 

Tb£ question now before us, is, was the Christian Church 
formed upon the model of the JeiQish Synd^oguef I answer^ 
in my opinion, it was not; but if it was, in some immaterial 
respects, it certainly was not in any thing essential. 

1. I^he Jewish Synagogue had its ttpyi«ro»oy»yot, or Rulers;* 
with the Minister, Angel, or Bishop, who led the public devo- 
tions; but -their authority was confined to a.4single congregation. 
This was- not the case in the Christian Chureli. It has b&sa 
proved by abundant, and uncontrollable evidence, that the author- 
ity of the Christian Bidiop, with his bench of Elders, lextended 
over numerous congregations ; so that, in this respect, which is 
a very msfterial one, there is an important point of disparity, 
Will you, Siij be governed by /ac<, or by /flnei/i^^ resemblance 1 

% The minister of the synagogue was not tHe standiQg Modon 
rator of the'Fresbytery, as, by yo^r own acknowledgment, the^ 
Christian Bishop was. This is another point ofdifference^ 

3. llie Jewish Synagogue had no mystical and significant 
symbols; but the Christian Church has. Baptism and the 
Lord's Supper are important mystical rites of the latter, tQ 
which the Jewish Synagogue was totally a stranger. Baptisn^ 
is- administered (Or ^he remission of^ins, and is the rit^ of A^jnl^ 

91 Blvk T. 29, Actszifi.l9. 
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toon into tlie Christian Churchy But tbere n^as no.soeh rite €ft 

admission into the Jewish Synagogue. , The holy EuchariffI ' % 

exhibits Christ's body broken^ and. his blood. shed iipou the 

cross; and whoever eats themystieal, sacrameiital bread, aoid 4 ^ 

drinks of the mystical, sacramental cup, with iaith and penitence, 

parteJies of the benefits of Christ's death, and pa/^ion. These 

two rites set the Christian Church at a great distance, and giy^ | 

it a very different pliaracter, from the Jewish Synfigogue, • 

4. The latter was principally a. 'school of mpr^tv; but the. 
foTTner is both a school of morality and reHgion j for there never 
was any religious institution without mystical, symbolical rites. 
Froni the first promise of a Redeemer, which :was the foUfidar ^ 

tion of the Christian Church, to its completion by Christ, after * 

his resurrection, God's mercy to fallen nlan was signified by , 

mystidal rites, and ^l£^'s obedience put to the trials by demands 
iug from him an observance of these rites. And wherever those 
rites are wanting^ t^ religion of a fallen, creature is wiu^ting. • 

This was strikingly the case in the Jewish Synagogue. It^. "' 

worship, therefore, was ^materially difierent frovo. that of thci 
Christian Church. 

. 5. . The Jewish JSynagogue Vras not only thus materially differ- 
ent, tut still further, it was no Church xit all. The Greek word 
ficcXvffia, from MKaXe», to call 09it, signifies a society called^ of 
choaenout o/ the world. . Till it is so called out, of the World, or 
firpm,the mass of mankind,' it can have no being; '^ b|ut it caQUOt 
call, itself, any more than a man can bring himself into the 
woxid. pur Christian calling Is as truly the work of Go», tmd 
as much independent of ourselves, as our ne^tural birth."^ The 
Church is not a mere voluntary association, as the Jewish Syna- 
gogue was; an association that .might be shaped into any jorm 
which men please to give it, and which might be .abolished and 
revived according- to men^s tumour ; but it is, a society formed 
hy Gor^, and into whi«?h fallen j sinful men are introduced by his: 
ministers, with some ^mystical rite, expressive of God's goodwill 
towards them ; a society, in which the- forgiveness of sins is pro*- 
mised and granted by GoD, and upon which the Holy Ghost 
sheds his influences to quahfy its members for eternal happiness. 
These characters are essential to a divinely instituted Church ; 
but the Jewish Synagogue was totally destitute of them. It, 
therefore, -was no Church, . . 

What further proves this point, if it neied^ny further proof, i^i, 
that the Jewish Church was composed pf al} circumcised Jews, 
united together by ; the Temple service and priesthood. Into 
this society all the males were introduced by the niystieal rite o£ 
circumcisibn, and they could not jvith impunity decline thiei 
s^sociatidn. Not. so in the Jewish Sypagogue,, No man was 
under an obligation to be a member of that ; he might, or might 
not, just as he pleased J tot it was a mere human infl^ntio% It 
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was enough for him, if he attended the temple service^ and com-« 
plied with its rites and ceremonies : to this he wasohhgated, and 
no human power conld absolve .lum from it. To him the temple 
was the centre of religious unity, and not the 'synagogue. The 
synagogue, therefore, was no part of the Jewish Church^ 
. 6. As the temple service and priesthood Were the' centre of 
unity to the Jews, so in the Christian Church, the public worship, 
and saeraments, and ministiy, (whether the-ministry be, strictly 
peaking, a priesthood or not,) is the centre of religious unity i 
and no one, upon Christian principles, can be deemed a member 
Qf Christ's ^isible^ mystical body, who has not been baptized,, 
and thereby received into the Christian Church. Of these, the 
Jewish- Synagogue was totally destitute ;- and was never con- 
sidered, either by Jews or Christians, as a centre of unity. The 
Christian Church then being so essentially different, could not 
have been formed upon the plan of the Jewish Synagogibe. 

By attending to these important considerations, we shall be 
able with ease to determine the correctness of your reasonini^ 
up(m this point. 

You observe, first, Hhe temple service was throughout, typical^ 
and ceremonial, and of course, was done away by the coming of 
Christ.' This^ Sir,, is by no means correct. In the temple 
service, ther^ were prayers, and praises, and blessings j so there- 
were in the Jewish Synagogue, and so Uiere are in the Christiau 
Church. In every religious institution, there must necessarily^ 
be some points of coincidence i but to argue from tliis, that an]r 

E articular institution wa9 copied from another, when the resem^ 
lance arises fr6m the very nature of the case, is extrmndy^ 
weak. , At this rate, I can prove that the temple service was takea 
from the worship of the Egyptian Isis and Osiris, and that of the 
Christian Church, from the worship in the, temples of the Persian 
Magi. Where God is worshipped with any tolerable rationality, 
there must necessarily be a mixture of moraZ acts with ceremd-- 
nicd observances. The few points of coincidence, therefore, 
betwe^tt the synagogue and the Christian Church, necessarily 
springing out of 'the very nature of those, institutions, afford no 
^ound. whatever for asserting, that Christ's Church was formed 
after the Jewish Synagogue. Nay, had the lafter never eadsted,- 
tHefoT^mer would have been just wliatit is. • 

Another erroneous ground, which, I conceive, you have taken 
upon this point, is contained in the following assertion : that Hhe 
3jf70ffogtie worship was that part of the organized religious estab- 
lishment of the CHd Testament Church, wliieh, like the decalogue, 
was purely moral and spiritual, or at leasi, chiefly so; and, 
theref(x;e,«n' its leading characters, proper to be adoj^ted under 
any dispensation.' Now, Sir^ if I do not greatly deceive myself 
I have shown, that the syniigv/ftie worship was tio part at aU 
of |he Jewish Churchy that it was destitute of some of the essen* 
tial characters of a Church, and that the people were not obliged, 
\>y any divine aathorit;^, to attend it« service* Tbtrdigiotu^ 



indeed, &eqaeiitjBd it^ bu^ not under the idea of Us being the i«r- 
Tice of a Church — that^ no Jevr could possibly have entertaliied, 
without entertaioiug a principle that wbula necessarily have 
produced schisn}. Our Saviour, too, and his Apostles^' be- 
^ttonted the synagogue, as they would have done any moral and 
religious association ; hut they give us not the least hint, that 
they thought it a part of the O^d Testament Church.' Indeed, it 
4s so «vide^t that neither Jews nor Christians ever considered the 
synagogue as a part of the Church, that it is not worth 'while 'to 
«ay any thing more upon the subject. It could not be a C)njrch 
in the^oper meaning of the word, as. haabeen already observed] 
for -a Church is a dmne institution s but the ynagogue wa? 
^altogether human ^ and, therefore, essentially different. j 

. T^is I take to.be the root of the-error into which, I conceive, 
so many have run upon this subject Once settle the' true notion 
of a Church, ^and all that you have said topiove your point fills, 
or course, to the ground. ' ' . ' 

Another argument that you use to prove conformity between 
the synagogue and the Christian Church,, is, that the weirds 
synagogue and church have the sam e' signification. This^ from 
«^cholar, is astonishing. How easy and evident is the distinc- 
tion ! They both imply an assembly, and so far, therefore, tiiey 
affree. In this sense, the word synagogue may always be 
<;hanged for the word church ; but nere we must stop-rwe can 
^o no farther. I have shown that a church is an assembly of a 
particular nature, marked with particular characters, divinely 
instituted in its ministryj in its sacraments, in its principle of 
unity.] and, therefor^e, at a great distance from a mere synagogtie 
or assembly of people met together even ihr reHgious purposes. 
The, community of signification, then, between a ^synagogue/ 
or ' assembly,' apid a ^church,' £(o far as they fnean a cottection 
of people, is one of the' greatest fallacies that I have ever seen^ 
It is. that which logicians call an unperfect enumeration, or a 
false induction ; when, from one or two points of colncidence,'a 
general proposition is. inferred. . ' ^ ' , - " . ^ 

You appear to me,* Sir, to be sensible that this mode of reason- 
ing jivill not be deemed of much weight, for you say, *I am 
aware that this coincidence in the ineaning of these words is not 
absolutely conclusive/. These are soft words. . It should be 
lAid-— thisls a perfect sophism; and, therefore, deserves con* 
tempt 

- ^ your next argunlent in favour of your hypothesis, is, -that ' the 
mode of worship adopted in the Christian Church by the Apos- 
tles,' was substantially the same with that which had long been 
practised in the synagoffiie.^ 

J'o this I have already given" a reply, viz. that wherever there 
is any ration^ worship, there must necessarily be some pointaof 
coincidence. In the Jewish temple there were j)rayers a* 
praises — in the synagogue that was also the case; and in tjie 
Christian CAi^rcA, we worship Go» in the same maimer. This 
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arfttee flmin the very nature of religidEi. Accordliiiihr* we iad 
these thinge in every modifieatieir of genHHsm. what is the 
inCeareDce? Ib it, that all m^ee of wonfnip were taken from one 
pariieular model ? Certainly not 

Your third argument in 4avour of your hypothesis has as Httk 
ftitce in it aa the preceding. You say, * The titles given to 'the 
officers of the synagogue were transferred to the officers of the 
Christian Church j' and yout presumptive inference fcom tiiis 
is, that the one was probably copied from the other, ^o mode 
<rf reiaisoning can be uA>re fallacious than this. - The title of 
Bishop, which was sometimes given to the minister oif the syna- 
gogue, you very well know. Sir, signi^ an overseer, as it^ is 
rendered, Acts xx. 4. This very titie the Athenians gave to those 
offic4^:8 whom they sent to supervise the cities under their gaw^ 
^emment : they were called K«a«Mn» km ^vXam^-i-bishops and 
guardians, ^ In the same sense, Hutareh often uses the word, 
as when he calls Numa the hishop of the vestal virgins/ Cicero 
also informs us, that Pompey made him (werseet^oT bUJUip of 
Campania, and the whole, sea coast.* Now, Sir, I think I am foil 
as much at liberty to indulge my fancy, as you «'e to indulge 
fours; and to suppose, that the Apostles in forming the minlst^ 
of the Christian Church, had an eye to the Athenian and Roman 
governments, and that they regulated the powers of the CkHS" 
tian Bishop by those x>f the civil Bishop. If there be any thing 
in sameness of title, I see not why my presitmptlv^ argument te 
not as good as yours. And as to the Eldtsr^, translated npctftfvn^c 
by the Seventy, ^e read of them ages before the synagogue had 
m existence ; and we know that they were no more than civil 
rulers among the Jews. The iramers of the synagogue se^ee 
and ministry adopted this title for their rulers. Ypu might, 
thetefere, with as much propriety, itafer from this circumstance, 
that the synagogue was formed upon the m<>del of the Sanhe-^ 
drim, as &at the Christian Church was formed upon the plan 
of the s3nHigQgue. The title' too of Deacon, which is very. 
indefinite, andj^eherd^y signifies an iufertor minister, we find in 
ihe Christian Church, the Jewish synagogue, and the Heathen 
lSsmples» And yet these slight coincidences afibrd you ground 
to presume, that the Church of CnnisT was formed upon the 
plan of the syhagog^ie^ and that too when the former is essen- 
tially^ different from the latter^ and also in opposition to ocmiplete 
evidence that episcopacy was not congrecational, but cliocesah* 

Your fourth presumptive proof is, that, ^Jifot only the titles of 
officers, but also their characters, duties, and powers, in sub^ 
stance* were transferred from the syt^agogue to the Qhristian 
Church. The Bishop or Pastor who presided in each synagoguie, 
diredted the reading of the law ; expounded it when read i 
offered up public prayers ; lind, in short, took the lead in con* 
d ueting the public service of the synagogue. This d^K^ption 

— ^ — r ' . . > - . ' ■ '' . 
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applies with remarkable exaetnesf to the duties and powers of the 
Christian Bishop.' . * 

To this, much reply is not necessary. It has been fklly proved, * 

that the characters of the Jewish and of the Christian Bishop ' ^ ^ 

were essentially different. The Jewish was not the minister of 
God to the people, but the minister of the people to Gon. The 
Christian Bishop is the minister of Christ, his Ambassador to 
th^ people, the Steward of his household, holding a commission 
from him to minister in holy things^ and to beseech men in 
Christ's stead to be reconciled to Gon. This is an important 
distinction, which makes the characters of these two officers 
essentially different. The one holds a dimne commission ; the * 

other a human : the one carries from God a message of life, and 
peace, and veverlasting salvation,; the other was merely the 
mouth of the people, and their instruCter in the law of Moses ; — 
and in that respect was called the angel, or messenger of the 
people to speak to God in prayer for them, but not the angel of 
God with a message of peace to the people ; — ^the one adminis- 
ters the seals of the covenant of grace, and preaches authorita- 
tively ; — the other had no seals entrusted to him ; nor did he 
preach by divine authority. So grossly, Sir, do you err, when 
you assert, that the -Jewish and Christian Bishop were of the 
same character. 

And as the characters of these two officers were materially 
different ; so also, of necessity, were their duties and powers. 
This has been sufficiently evinced by the foregoing observa- 
tions. 

Further : The Elders also of the Jewish synagogue, were 
essentially different from the Elders of the Christian Church. 
The latter have a divine commission for preaching the word, 
and administering the sacraments ; the former confined them- 
selves entirely to the temporalities of the synagogue. They 
rather correspond with the lay-Elders of your Church, and 
like them derived their authority from the congregation. These, 
in the New Testament, are called the Rulers of the synagogue, 
and are of a totally different character from the Presbyters, or 
Elders of the Christian Church. ^ So also the inferior ministers 
of the s3magogue, who were called chazanim, that is, overseers, 
and whom we call Deacons, differed materially from the Deacons 
of our Church, and in several respects from the Deacons in 
yours. " They had," says Prideaux,^ " the charge and oversight 
of all things in the synagogue ; they kept the sacred books of 
the Law and the Prophets, and other holy Scriptures, as also 
the books of their public liturgies,'^ and all utensils belonging to 
the synagogue. And particularly, they* stood by and overlooked 
them that read the lessons out of the Law and the Prophets, 



f Connections, Vol. II. p. 5S4. 

iThat a form of prayer was used in the Synagqf^ no one denki. Bat Ih*. If . 
care not to inclucte ikat in his points of confiNriaity. 
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iittd corrected them when they read amiss, and took the book 

when they had done." In this inferior ministry also there was 

some difference, as well as some resemblance, in the temple of 

* I' the Jews, in the temples of the Heathen, and in the Christian 

Church 5 but in the latter, the difference was very wide: The 
Deacons in the primitive Church preached by the Bishop's 
authority, and assisted in distributing the elements in the Holy 
Eucharist. The chazaninty or overseers of the sjmagogue did 
no such thing. 

There cannot possibly be any thing more weak and fallacious^ 
than arguing from names to things. To give an instance or 
* two. It is well known that the Egyptians made out of the 

papyrus^ which was a sort of bulrush growing in the marshes 
about the Nile, a substance upon \yhich they wrote ; thence called 
paper : therefore, according to your presumptive mode of rea- 
soning, our paper and their papyrus are the same thing. Again : 
In times more ancient than the use of papyrus, the way of 
writing was upon the inner bark of a tree, called in Latin Itber ; 
hence a book was called liber ^ and continued to be 'so called after 
the papyrus was discovered, and bark entirely laid aside ; there- 
fore, Latin hooks written upon the papyrus and upon the bark 
. of a tree, were precisely the same thing. These instances may 
be multiplied to almost any nilmber, and they clearly show the 
weakness of such a mode of reasoning. 

1 have now proved, I think, with great force of evidence, that 
the characters, the powers and the authority of the Jewish and 
Christian Bishops and Presbyters, were essentially different ; — 
that the one are the ministers of a Church divinely instituted; 
—-that Ihe synagogue was no Church, but a mere human institu- 
tion ; and, therefore, its ministers were of human appointment ; 
— that they were the ministers of the people to God, but not the 
ministers of God to the people ; and that, consequently, the 
Christian Church could not possibly have been formed upon the 
model of the Jewish synagogue. 

Nor does the imposition of hands, in the ordination of the 
synagogue officers, and of those of the Church, give them the 
least degree of similarity of character. The priesthood, by 
descent, was necessarily altered, as the Church was to be spread 
, over the whole world, and no longer to be confined to a particu- 
lar nation. Some rite was necessary when men were invested 
with the ministerial character ; and none is more decent than 
that of imposing hands, to which the Jews had been long used 
on various occasions. The elders of the Sanhedrim, who were 
civil officers, were ordained by that rite ; and priestly and paren- 
tal blessings were pronounced with the same ceremony. The 
sameness of the rite, therefore, proves nothing. It does not so 
much as determine what the designation is ; whether to a civil 
or religious office ; whether it accompanies ablessing, or commu- 
nieates authority. 

If I can trust my own judgment, I have now fully refuted your 
fourth presumptive argument* . . 
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* I shall, in the hext place, consider your second and fliird pre- 
snimpiive arguments in favour of presbyterian parity. 

Your second is founded upon the convertibility of the words 
Bishop and Presbyter. That Presbyti^s are called Bishops, I 
readily grant ; and I also grant that this proves, that the officer 
who was Uien called a Presbyter, was the very same that was 
then called a Bishop ; and, consequently, the office was the same. 
But this gives you no support whatever. It is, in truth, a perfect 
fallacy, as will appear from the following observations by Bishop 
Hoadly. " This," says he, " will not prove that these very per- 
sons were not always subject to other church officers, and at this 
very time to such as Timothy and Ti^us, as well as to the 
Apostles themselves ; this will not prove them to be the same in 
their office with those who were afterwards called Bishops in an 
eminent sense ; this will prove nothing, but that Presbyters are 
invested with all those powers which belonged to those who were 
called Bishops in the ^few Testament. But what those powers 
were, cannot be concluded from hence. Indeed, if our argument 
stood thus ; ^that Bishops, now peculiarly so called, inherit ' the 
office of those who were sometimes called Bishops in the New 
Testament ; the present plea would certainly be good, that they 
who are now pectiliarly called Presbyters, have the same office 
of right belonging to them, which are claimed by those peculiarly 
called Bishops, because they are the officers called Bishops in 
the New Testament. But when our assertion is, that Bishops 
eminently so called answer not to those who are sometimes called 
«o in the New Testament, but to those superior church officers, 
whose office we find there to have been 4o govern and ordain, 
and that Presbyters have no right originally to exercise some 
of those functions, which were exercised by such ecclesiastical 
officers as Timothy and Titus ; I say, when these are our posi- 
tions, it can signify nothing to allege that Presbyters are the 
officers who were called Bishops in the New Testament ; because 
this will entitle them only to the office of those who are there 
called Bishops, not to that of those who were acknowledged to 
be superior to those there called Bishops. To allege this can 
signify nothing, unless it be included in the signification of the 
word E«/(rico«rw, iBishops,) that all who were ever called so, were 
entitled to oraain and g'overn, as well as to teach their flocks. 
But that this is included in the word, was never so much as pre- 
tended. It being, therefore, a sufficient ground of the Presbyters 
being called Bishops, that they are, in a very proper sense, 
overseers, and have the care of souls entrusted to them, which 
is all that is impliedj it doth not follow from their being called 
80, that they had other powers which are not necessarily included 
in that word. If they have powers sufficient to make that naine 
proper to their office, this, I say, was a sufficient ground why 
that name was given them, before there was any design of fixing 
peculiar names to all the ecclesiastical officers. But they haive 
powers which ^e a s^ifficient ground for that iiame^ without 
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9uppo0uiff them empowered to ordain others: Thei^efore it 
cannot follow from their being called Bishops in the New Testa* 
ment, that they are entrusted with the right of ordination : or 
that they are ccdled to sJi. the offices claimed by Bishops eminently 
so styled in modern times." ^ 

This, -Sir, is strong and conclusive reasoning. It shows that 
the community of names proves npthing. If you would state the 
case fairly, it would require but little intellect to perceive the 
fallacy of this mode of reasoning. I will give to your argument 
the form of a syllogism, and then the weakness of it will strike 
every reader. 

Officers who are invested with the same character and powers 
must hold the same office. 

But Presbyters and Bishops are invested with the same cha- 
racter and powers: 

Therefore, there are no higher officers in the Church than 
those named Bishops and Presbyters in the New Testament. 

Now, Sir, is it not evident, that the conclusion has nothing to 
do with the premises ? The conclusion still remains to be proved'; 
and the community of names does not put you one step nearer 
to your point. It does not prove that the Apostles were not 
superior to those Bishops or Presbyters : It does not prove that 
Timothy and Titus were not superior to those Bishops and 
Presbyters : It does not prove that those Bishops or Presbyters 
had the power of ordaining committed to them : It does not 
prove that those officers who succeeded Timothy and Titus, and 
to whom the title of Bishop was appropriated about the begin- 
ning of the second century, did not hold a superiority over Pres- 
byters. What, then, does it prove 1 Just nothing at all to your 
purpose. 

It has always astonished me, to find men of sense and learn- 
ing bringing forward this community of names to prove a parity 
in the ministry, when it proves only that the second order had a 
double title. You must prove, Sir, by other arguments, that, in 
the apostolic age, there ^s but one order of ministers in the 
Church, and that the power of ordination was committed by the 
Apostles to those called Bishops and Presbyters. If Bishops, 
peculiarly so called, succeeded to those called Bishops or Pres- 
byters in the New Testament, then your argument would be 
good. But we say, and think we can easily prove, that they 
succeeded to such officers as Timothy and Titus, to whom the 
power of ordination was committed, and who \«^ere, in conse- 
quence, invested with a superior character to that of these Pres- 
byters and Bishops. For any person to attempt to prove, fcon\ 
the double title given to those officers, over whom Timothy and 
Titus nresided. that they and their governors were all upon a 
foot oi parity, Is perfectly ridiculous* And equally ridiculous it 
is to infer, that, becaui^ the successors to thi authority which 

h.BMt$$9ntibUnia9 qf Cot^urmitjft p. 103, 104. 
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Timothy and Titus exercised over the Presbyters, had one of 
their titles, by ecclesiastical usage, appropriated to them, theire* 
fore, they are not of apostolic institution. KeaJly, Sir, whatever 
you may think of the matter, or however you may complain of 
it, it is a mode of reasoning uii worthy of scholars, and deserv- 
ing all the contempt with which it can possibly be treated. 

But, still persisting in this illogical mode of reasoning,, you 
ask,» ' Have those who reject all reasoning, drawq from the ap- 
plication of Scriptural names, considered whither this principle 
will lead them ? Have they reflected how large a portion of 
those weapons with which they defend the divine character and 
the vicarious saci'ifice of the blessed Redeemer, against the 
attacks of Socinians, and other heretics, are necessarily surren- 
dered, if the names and titles of Scripture »are so vague and in- 
decisive as they would, in this case, represent them ? Will they 
venture to charge the great Head of the Church, who dictated 
the Scriptures, with addressing his people in a languaffe alto- 
gether indistinct, and calculated to mislead them, and that too 
on a subject which; they tell us, lies at the foundation, not 
merely of the welfare, but of the very existence of the Church 1 
Surely, these consequences cannot have been considered ! The 
argument, then, drawn from the indiscriminate application of 
the names Bishop and Presbyter to the same persons, is con- 
clusive. It was pronounced to be so by the venerable and 
learned Jerome, more than one thousand four hundred years 
6go ; and his judgment has been adopted and supported by some 
of the greatest and best divines, that have adorned the Christian 
Church, from that period down to the present day.* 

Now, Sir, I do assure you, that I have fully considered, 
whither rejecting all reasoning from Scriptural names will lead 
us. But before I discuss this point, I must object to your mode 
of stating it, We do not reject M reasoning from Scripture 
names. We give them all the weight they will bear, but no 
more. We extend them as far as they ought to be extended, but 
no farther. Thus with respect to the name Bishop, or Over- 
seer, It was very properly applied to Presbyters ; for they are 
the Overseers of the flock; and St.' Paul gives it that extension, 
but no more. The word does not necessarfly imply, that those 
Presbyters had not tJieir Overseers also by the Apostles' ap- 
pointment-^that Timothy and Titus were not Bishops of 
Bishops — Overseers of Overseers, This is precisely the dis- 
tinction which the Apostle himself makes. Timothy and Titus 
were, beyond all reasonable controversy, sent to Ephesus and 
Crete to govern those very Presbyters to whom h€J gives the 
name of Overseers, Timothy and Titus governed both clergy 
BXid people — the Presbyters, the ^eo^Ze only. Thus we evidently 
give to the name Bishop d^U the weight it will bear— all the ex- 
tension that the offic6 obliges ustq give it The Presbyters of 
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fiplieiia9, ttom their beiag called Overseers must bare had 
something to oversee : That is all the name necessarily impliea. 
But what is that something? The Apostle tells us — the Jioch. 
Farther than this we cannot extend the name. But you dp, and, 
tlierefore, assume. You rest your conclusimi upon &lse i^rounda. 
You, in effect, say, Presbyters are styled Bishops ; thereforey 
diere can be no;, superior officer in the Church of Christ: 
or, the Presbyters of Ephesus are called overseers, therefore^ 
they had no officer to oversee them,. This is mere fidlacy 
and gross misstatement, and can give nothing but a false view of 
the subject 

Our readers will How see, that you are by no means correct 
when you say, that we reject all reasoning from names. When 
a nqtme clearly indicates the nature of an office, and so far as it 
indicates it, we consider it as good evidence, but we reject with 
great propriety any thing beyond this. Names are not always 
to be depended upon ; because in few cases are they determi- 
nate. Thus, in the two important points of doctrine, about 
which you Express so much fear, if we give up the argument 
from names. No man believes the doctrine of the Trinity^and 
of the atonement, more firndy than I do ; but I should be very 
sorry that we had no other proof than names afford for those 
important doctrines. The proof of the Trinity we do not rest 
principally upon names y but upon characters and attrUnUes. 
Christ is called God ; but magistrates also are called gods ; 
nothing clear and decisive, therefore, can be inferred from this 
title. Accordingly, the Axians and Sociniaus freely give it to 
Christ. But, when the Scripture says, this God created all 
things, we then have a right to ascribe to him the attribute of 
omnipotence, and that is an attribute of Deity. Or, when om^ 
pipresence and omniscience are ascribed to Christ, then it fol- 
lows that Christ is God in the strict and proper sense. But, 
on the other hand, when Christ is styled Jehovah our right- 
eousness j the word Jehovah fixes the character of Christ 
in the most precise and determinate planner, as the word implies 
self-eanstence ; and, consequently, Christ must be God in a 
strict and proper sense. Similar observations may be made 
with respect to the atonement. Christ is c«Jled our Saviour^ 
our Intercessor^ our Propitiation ; but these names do not 
necessarily establish the notion of an atonement. But when it 
is said, that Christ shed his blood to reconcile us to God— that 
we are redeemed by his blood shed for us on the cross— that by 
his stripes we are healed; and when many other expressions 
are used which imply that Christ offered to God such a satis- 
faction, t|iat he could be just, and yet the justifier of him who 
believeth in his Son^ we can then ascertain U)e precise meaning 
of the several titles given to Christ. If these observations be 
correct, we need not be apprehensive about the important doc*- 
trines of the Trinity and atonement, when we reject the arpi- 
gument drawn from names, when tiiose names do not detenmne 
the oflce or character of the person to whom they are giveiu 
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But, Sir, after all, this argument from names in tiie. present 

case^ is a complete fallacy, and a gross misstatement of the point 

in dispute. The question is not, as I have already obsenred,. 

whether a Presbyter is called a Bishop ; that we acknowledge ; 

but whether that officer, with a double title, was equal in point of 

dignity and jurisdiction, in point of office, character, and powers, 

with Timothy and Titus, and Barnabas, and St. Paul, and the 

twelve. It is obvious to common sense, that this question can 

iiever be determined by saying, that Presbyters are called 

Bishops. If you would prove the parity of Presbyters with the 

above-named rulers of the Christian Church, you must prove 

that they had equal authority, equal powers, aod, consequently, 

equal rank. This requires the evidence of fact ; and, therefore, 

talk as much as you please about Presbyters being called Bishops, 

you will say nothing to the point in disputa We have no di»* 

pute with you upon that particular ; but we say it is arrant 

sophistry, and totally unworthy of men of sense and learning, to 

infer that there was no officer in the Church superior to those 

presbyters or Bishops. Suppose Presbyters had continued to be 

called Bishops down to the present day, and that those for ages 

palled Bishops, had continued to be called Apostles^ what would 

you infer then from this <!ouble title ? That Presbyters were 

equal to Apostles? Hardly. The fallacy would be too palpable. 

But it is as real in the present case, thoueh not seemingly so. 

The taking. the title of Bishop, which belonged to the second 

order, and dropping that of Apostle, which belonged to the first, 

makes no kind of alteration ih the nature and powers of the 

office. The successors of the Apostles, under the title of Bishops, 

are precisely the same that they would have been under the title 

of Apostles ; and yet this trivial circumstance has ever put it in 

the power of our opponents to raise a mist about as plain a case 

as can pos^iibly be conceived. But let our readers keep their 

attention, fixed, upon nothing l^ut facts — upon things instead of 

words, and then the mist vanishes immediately. 

You inform us, Sir, that 'the venerable and learned JeroAe, 
more than fourteen hundred years ago,' pronounced that the 
argument from the community of names, is valid ; and that 
'some of the greatest and best divines that have adorned tiu^ 
Christian Church, from tbiat period down to the present day^ 
have been of the same opinion.' 

Here, again, the same fallacy insinuates itself. What does 
Jerome acknowledge? Simply this : That Presbyters were also 
called Bishops, But does he infer from that circumstance, that 
there was no officer in the Church superior to those Presbyters, 
or Bishops ? Very far from it. He knew the f&ct to be other- 
wise, if we may believe himself; for he asserts in the most 
unequivocal manner, that Timothy was, in the ecclesiastical sense 
of the word, Bishop of Ephesus, Titus of Crete, Epaphroditus o^ 
Philippi, Polyoarp of Smyrna, &c. And he asserts, that to 
Bishops, as succeeding to the apostolical pre-eminence, bdoogs 
the right of confirming and (^daining, and that Presbyters bold 
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the second place in the Church hj apostolical institution. All 
this has been fully proved in my first letter. Now, it is impOB* 
sible that Jerome, without flatly contradicting^ himself, can main- 
tain what you ascribe to him. No, Sir ; all that he asserts, is a 
community of names, and from that circumstance he infers, very 
ulogicaUy, indeed, that Bishops, in the ecclesiastical sense, were 
not plac^ over the Churches till after the schism at Corinth ; 
but, Ihat after that event, they were established by apostolical 
authority. This is Xerome's doctrine, as clearly as that the sun 
shines in the firmament. Nor is there one of the fathers who 
inferred a parity of ministers from the community of names; but 
all acknowledge, that the order, by the Church called Bishops, 
is of apostolic and divine institution. 

I have now, I think, said sufiicient to show that your second, 
third, and fourth presumptive arguments, have nothing solid in 
them. They may be a proof of the ingenuity of Wie first invent-^ ^ 
ora, and may be pretty well calculated to mislead the unwary ; 
but they never can make the least impression upon those who 
understand this subject. 

I shall now. Sir, before I examine your^r^f— but, in the cwder 
in which I have exhibited the evidence for episcopacy, the fourth 
— ^presumptive argument, give a view of the support we derive 
from the state of the Church of Jerusalem. . 

I do not find that you have taken any notice of the Church of 
Jerusalem. You certainly ought, for you very well know, that 
Episcopalians always bring it forward as a proof of diocesan 
episcopacy. The first Christian Church that ever was formed, 
deserves particular attention, as we may very reasonably suppose 
that all other Churches were formed upon that model. I think, 
upon examination, we shall find this Church afibrding strong: 
support to -our cause. 

From the holy Scriptures we learn, that there were m3^iads 
of Christians at Jerusalem; and, consequently, numerous con-^ 
gregations. That St. James presided over these congregations, , 
and over the Presbyters who officiated in them, is evident from 
the Acts of the Apostles. The part which he acted, cannot be 
accounted for on any other supposition, than that he really was 
what the concurring testimony of all antiquity represents him, 
the fixed Bishop of the particular Church of Jerusalem. When 
Peter was miraculously delivered from prison (Acts xii.) he said, 
'€fo show these thing's to Ja7nes, and to the brethren. But why 
to James in particular ? Or, why were the brethren with James 
rather than with John^ who had not then, nor for at least 
four years afterwards, left Jerusalem 7^ When Paul and hisi 
company went up from Caesarea, (Acts xxi.) — the brethren 
received them gladly ; and the day following^ they went in 
unto James ; and all the Elders were present What induce4 
them to go in unto James in particular ; and how came iHX th^ 

k See this proVed by Dr. Gavb, in his Life of St, JohA. 
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£lders to be wilh James ? In the second chapter of the Epistle 
to the Galatians, St. Paul says, that when — Peter came to 
AntioQh, he withstood him to the face, because that before cer- 
tain came from James ^ <he (Peter) aid eat with the Gentiles , 
&c. What induced St. Paul to say, that those who came from 
Judca, came froin Jamss, rather than from the other AposUes 
and Elders, of whom ^lany were then residing at Jerusalem *? 
If St. James was the proper Bishop of Jerusalem, all these facts^ 
which upon any other supposition inust appear very strange, 
werfe perfectly natural ; for, to what individual of the Church 
should St. Peter haVe sent so early an account of his deliverance 
from prison, as to the Bishop ? Tq whom was it so expedient| 
that St. Paul should give an account of the things which God 
had wrdught among the Gentiles by his ministry^ as to the 
Bishop and Presby tiers of the Church of the Hebrews 7 And 
could any thing be more natural than to say, that certain brethren^ 
who came to Antioch from the Church of Judea, came fro/n the 
governor of that Church V 

So evident it is, that James was Bishop of Jerusalem, that even 
Calvin thinks it highly probable, that he was governor of that 
Church. ■ ^* When," says he, "the question is concerning dignityi 
it is wonderful that James should be preferred before Peter. 
Perhapsnt was, because he was Prefect of the Church of Jeru- 
salem."" Calvin did not choose to speak plainer ; for that would 
have been in direct contravention to his ecclesiastical regimen* 

I have but one or two things more to observe with respect to 
the episcopal authority of St. James. After the council holdea 
at Jerusalem, we find hin\ always in his diocese. St. Paul, in his 
Bpistle to the Galatians, observes, that some Jews came from 
him to Antioch. Upon which St» Augustine observes, " they 
came from Judea i for James governed the Church of Jeru* 
salem."" 

Several years after this, St. Paul returned to Jerusalem, and 
there he found St. James, and the Presbyters with hinji. {Acts 
xviii.) " James," as Chrysostom informs us, "was that great 
and admirable man, who was brother to our JLord, and Bishop 
pf Jerusalem." ° 

During the whole of St. James' government of the Church of 
Jerusalem, we have not the least •hint that he was ever absent 
from his charge, if that be of any consequence. So constant was 
his residence, that even the Jewish Rabbies were acquainted with 
his miracles, and have preserved the remembrance of them.p ' 
Josephus also speaks of him as sustaining a high character.<i s 

Another circumstance which proves oar point, is the succes- 

1 See the Anti-Jacobin Review bf Campbell's LectureB, Vol. fX. p. 116, 117. 

m In Oalat. c. ii. v. 9. - ' 

n Ab Jacobo, id est « Judea ; nam eodesilD HierbBolypietans Jacobos. pm^ftdt 
Opp. Vol. IV. p. 379. 

o Vol. IV. p. 864. p Castilli iMieon, eol. 3869L 

q Antiq. 1. zx. e. 8} at apod Obi«bm Chmm. in Matt p. ft23. See al0O' Bimt* 
COV0V| p. 73, 74. " 
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sion of Simeon to James, according to the unanimous report of 
the ancients. Burscough says, " the remembrance of it was pre- 
served by the Ethiopians in their Dyptichs ;^ by the Coptiteg 
in their Fasti ;■ and by the Syrians m their Menology.^'^^ St. 
James is expressly said by Hegesippus, who wrote in the second 
century, to have been appointed Bishop^ of Jerusalem by the 
Apostles.* Ignatius, who was Bishop of Antioch a very short 
time after the death of St. James, affirms that St. Stephen wa3 
Deacon to St. James.^ Clement of Alexandria/who flourished 
at the close of the second century, is quoted by Eusebius as say- 
ing, that immediately " after the assumption of Christ, Peter, 
Junes, and John did not contend for the honour of presiding 
over the Church of Jerusalem, but, with the rest of the Apostles, 
chose James the Just to be Bishop of that Church."^ It was 
also received as an undoubted fact by Hippolytus — ^by Cyril of 
Jemsaliem, and another Cyril of Scythopolis — by Epiphanius 
and Chrysostom — by Augustine and Fulgentius— by Nicephorus 
and Photius— by Oecuraenius and Nilus. And it was also men- 
tioned as a matter universally acknowledged by the sixth general 
council;* and Blondel himself confesses, that it was asserted by 
an the fathers, y 

It does' not appear to me possible, to produce any matter of 
&ct that is supported by clearer and stronger evidence than this. 
Is there stronger evidence that Romulus was the founder of 
Borne, that Numa was the second king of the Romans, that 
Junius Brutus and Tarquinius Collatinus were the first consuls ? 
There certainly is not. The testimonies to these facts, do not 
stand so near the events as the testimonies to the point in qiles- 
tion ; nor were thefee facts more universally helieved by the 
Romans in all subseouent ages, than that St. James was Bishop 
of Jerusalem was believed by Christians in all subsequent ages. 
There is not the least contradiction, not one dissenting voice. 
Even Jerome, whom you acknowledge to be a man of great 
learning and research, bears his testimony to this fact He 
affirms,* that, "immediately after the passion of our Lord, 
James was constituted Bishop of Jerusalem "—Bishop in the 
ecclesiastical use of the word ; th§ overseer of numerous congre* 
gations, and numerous clergy : just such a Bishop as had the 
supreme power of the keys, of- confirmation, and of ordination, 
Is itnotj Sir, a most extraordinary instance of the perverseness of 
the hnman mind, that the advocates of parity should be so tena-. 
cious of Jerome when he speaks obscurely, and totally regardless 
of him when he speaks in plain and unequivocal terms; that they 
sihould admire him for the correctness of his opinion^ when they 
have the making of that opinion ; but reject him for his testi- 

r LvDOLr. Com. ad ffist. EihUtp. p. 34d. 8 Ab eodem Lvpolf. L 3. p. 60^ 

t CoMBsriS Not. in Auct. Bibl. Patr. 1. 2. u Apud Bqbbb. 1. 2. c. 28. 

r Ep. ad Trail. w Apud EosXB. L 2. C l^ 

. ;e BvBafjovoH's Church Oovernmcnl, p. 66. . j 4M p. 50. 
» In, Gakit,.l 19. 
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mony, because that is inflexible ? Yes, Sir, it is a sad instance. 
&ut who can say that he is totally free from this weakness ? 

There cannot, Sir, be a more rational way of ascertaining the 
leaning of Scripture passages which relate to a fact, than to 
iLppeal to the testimony of the ancients.' To that testimony I 
have appeale(J, and it appears beyond contradiction, that the 
result is in perfect unison, with the interpretation Episcopalians 
give to the texts relating to St. James. If you had the testi- 
mony of antiquity ' coinciding with your sense of those texts, I 
should immediately concede that we are wrong in our interpre- 
tation of them. If this be not the fairest and best way of 
proceeding, I know not what is. This is precisely the way that 
I would take, were I disputing with a person who denied the 
obligation of Christians to observe the first day of the week. 
I would acknowledge at once, that there is not in Scripture any 
express precept, nor any clear warrant. I would mention to 
him the texts which seem to look that way, and I would prove 
to him, by the testimony of the primitive Church, that the sense 
given to those texts by those who observe the first day of the 
week, ii^ perfectly correct. And if this would not satisfy him, 
he must remain in his unbelief. 

It is scarcely possible^ Sir, to produce texts of Scripture for 
any point whatever, that may not be obscured by platisible 
objections. Ingenuity is never at a loss ; and when it is excited 
to exertion by prejudice, and by an attachment to a particular 
hypothesis, it is extremely difficult to diminish its vigour, and to 
divest it of all its subterfuges. You know, Sir, that this is 
strikingly the case wjth Deism in its attacks upon Revelation, 
.and with'Arianism and Socinianism, in their attacks upon the 
doctrines of the Trinity and the Atonement. What now is to 
be done ? Nothing that I know of, but to prove Revelation to be 
a fact, in the same manner that you would prove any other 
matter of fact. Prove in the same manner that it is a fact, 
that the primitive Church believed the doctrines of the Trinity 
and the Atonement, and then the fair inference is, that the 
interpretation we give to, the texts relating to these important 
doctrines, is correct and proper. A better criterion than, this, 
human ingenuity cannot devise. 

This is the method I have taken in this and other Scripture 
cases. I have placed no dependence, in relation to the present 
point, upon any criticism on the Greek word kpinc. I know 
that it has various significations ; and I can see nothing in the 
circumstances related of the council of Jerusalem^ that obliges 
us to give it a sense favorable to episcopacy. I can see nothing 
in that transaction that proves St. James to be President of thiS 
council ; nor have I met with any thing in the ancients that I 
have consulted, that clearly goes to that point, except one testi- 
mony from Chrysostom. But I see enough to convince me, 
that ne was at the head of all the Presbyters and congregations 
in Jeirusalem. For I find him constantly distinguished from his 
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clergy. He is always mentioned first, and the nanle of no other 
Ihresb3n^e^, however eminent he may have been^ is ever given. 
He is mentioned With marked respect on* various occasions. All 
reports and applications are maiie to him seated amon^ his 
Elders, and not to the other Apostles at Jerusalem ; and his 
relation to the Elders and to the whole Church was, most 
clearly, fixed and permanent. Ahd to be perfectly certain, that 
I do not view these circumstances through the medium of 
prejudice, I have consulted the primitive writers, so far as I have 
access to them, and I find that they are unanimous in asserting, 
that St. James was Bishot) of Jerusalem, and that there was a 
clear and indisputable succession to that see for ages. If, Sir, 
you reject this evidence, I am well satisfied that you must,, in 
drder to be consistent, give up several points, of which you 
appear to me to have no doubt whatever. 

Let us now, Sir, take another position, and view this matter 
through a Presbyterian glass ; and then we shall see St. James 
seated among his Elders as their Moderator ; not a temporary 
one to be sure, but fixed in the chair during his life. Let us also 
view Timothy, 'and Titus, and the seven Angels as Moderators 
also, possessing no power but that of collecting the votes and 
keeping order./ Well : James the Moderator of Jerusalem, who 
is so particularly distinguished in the Scripture, and who drew 
upon himself the vengeance of the Jews, by filling the high 
station of a chairman to the Presbytery, was succeeded in his 
Moderatorship by Simeon, who lived till the year 110. Timothy, 
the Moderator of Ephesus, and Titus, the Moderator of Crete, 
to whom were committed the power of ordaining Elders, and of 
censuring those Elders, together with the Deacons and Laity of 
their Churches, and, in short, of regulating all ecclesiastical 
matters, had also their successors to the same Moderatotship. 
The Angels of the seven Churches of Asia Minor, who are 
either censured, or praised^ for all the corruption, or all the 
purity in their respective Churches, were no more than Modera- 
tors, and in this character had likewise their successors. Now, 
Sir, not to dwell on the utter inconsistency of this notion of a 
Moderator, with the scriptural account of these persons, how 
came the ancients to be so grossly mistaken with respect to their 
chc^racter ? How came Ignatius, who was contemporary with the 
greater part of these Moderators, and with all their immediate 
successors, and who was himself the Moderator of the Church 
of Antioch, to be so grossly ignorant of the nature of his own, 
and of their ofilcial character ? How came he, wise, virtuous, 
and pious as he was, with a horrible death staring him in the 
face, to tell us tliat this Moderator, whom he calls Bishop, was, 
under Christ, the visible source of spiritual authority in the 
Church? That without authority from this Moderator, no 
Presbyter could baptize, and administer the holy Eucharist? 
How came he to enjoin upon Presbyters, Deacons, and Laymen, 
submission to this Moderator ? How came the fathers aAer him 
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io^B^esk tke-fl&iAe laligiMtfe, aadtft hraad as>lteMic8:tw6 or ' 
three who maiatMiiied the coatrary opinloa ? Really, Sir, it ' 
appears to me a most arduous task, to reconcile the universal • 
sense of the Chureh, "i^itk the. eunstructioii: you give to the 
passages adduced by Episcopalians, in favor of their regimeii. > 
Those who lived at, or near the times of those Moderators^were 
totally mistaken with respect to the powers .they exercised ; but 
those who lived seventeen hundred yeurs after Uiem, know with 
the utmost certainty, -that a pishop, ia the apostolic age, was no 
more than a presby terian Moderator. - 
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^ But I csQinot think that those who adopt fatlciful interpreta- 
tions, and grossly violate the truth of facts, are entitled to much 
indulgence* . - 

In my next, I shall consider the argument founded on the 
commission given by Christ to his Apostles. 



LETTER Xill. 

Rev. Sir: . , . . 

I SHALL now proceed to consider your first argument for 
ministerial parity, viz. ^ that Chrisc gave but one commission . 
for the office of the gospel ministry, and that this office, of 
course is one.'"" Upon this argument you seem to place great 
reliance; and you even go so far as to brand with absurdity the 
contrary supposition. ' . ' . 

After the numerous specimens which I hav6 given of mistate* • 
ments.of facts — misrepresentations , of. passages materially 
a^iscting the present discussions-gross and palpable fallacies — 
uafair views of quotations fVom JSpiscopal writers — and num- . 
berless bold, unfounded, assertions; «kfter,.I say, such jan ample 
specimen of these things, I must . d^ql^re, that I am not at ^1 - 
surprised at what you have as^teio^ with respect to the 
commission given by Christ to hi^ i4>ostlesi. Your arguo^nt 
is, the CQmmission is but one ; the form of investiture is but one ; 
therefore, there is but. one order of .ministers.- Tlwa also is a - 
fallacy ; for your conclusion, to come to the point, o:ught to. |»e — ^ 
therefore, the Apostles did not aAerwards divide the ppwers of 
the commission. But you well know, this . wo'uld .be false 
reasoning. ^ . . . 

Ifo author, with whom X am acquainted, has discussed this 
point with greater force of reason than, Bishop Hoadly- He ^ 

— ". ' ■ • • ., • • ■ > -.-^ ■ ,;• 

a [PaintcrB and poets ajiways possessed equally the right of dariiig to do what 
they pleasej 
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has, to mjr jodfljihieBt, nucoMpfolriy dboMdidiadl this ^e«y Unit 
I ahsdl do Uttte more than iraiiBciibe, in a ctrndeoaedform^ what 
he hasaaid.^ 

Suppesiag',. what yott contend for, that the passages irhiehyon 
have quotec^ imply the whole ooniniissioQ by which &0 Apostles* 
Were, empowered to ordain others to aueoeedthem in l^eir 
ministry ; it will not follofw, that all whom they appointed to an 
ecclesiastical office, were appointed to all the offices which you 
suppose to be indoded in the words here nsed. The utmost of 
what you can contend for, is, that our Saviour copitmissicffied 
his Apostlej to go forth into the world, to endeavour by them- 
selves and others whom they should appoint, to convintse men 
that he was the Messiah ; tohaptiie those who should believe 
in him ; and then to teach all such persons fiilly the conditions of 
his institution. And the utmost of what can be included in this 
commission is this, thai the Apostles were leqiliredto take care, 
both by themselves, and others whom they were to appoint, that 
the will of Christ should be performed in these several instances. 
Well then; what can be Collected from hence? Is it not 
fairly left to the Apostles (who were afterwards to be endowed 
with the Holy Ghost) to call persons to which of these offices 
they should see fit ? Would they not have completely answered 
their trust, had they appomted some persons to baptize^ and not 
to teach; others ijoteach^ and not to ordain; and others to ordain 
and teach? And is it not evident, that the commission of* 
others Wad to be judged of by what the Apostles thought fit to 
intrust to them, not by what our Saviour thought fit to intrust 
to ^e Apostdes ? The first answer then, is this, that all the ends 
oi the commission ^ven to the Apostles might be answered hy 
their appointing different orders for different offices in the Church ; 
and therefore, that it does not follow, that they must have given 
the same powers to all whom thiey ordained. 

Sor does it follow, that this is the commission of Presbyters 
in such a sense, as that they are empowered by it to ordain 
others, because the Apostles Wei*. This, indeed,- is- th^ point 
which you, instead of proving, take for granted. You say there 
was but one commission,, and, thel^efore,' there was but one order 
of ministers. • ThisistU)46nfeeq«ence: itisaltogetherfgralUHous.^ 
This may be the original commii^sieiiF, by whidPh Chris* declared 
to the Apostles, that it was his will, thM disciples should be 
made, baptizied, and instructed^ and, conseqjiemly, tbat'thfere 
should be t>fficeris in the Church for all^ these purpoiSes;- but it 
does not at all follow, that it was hi# will that'^very one who 
should be appointed to te(Wk^ should likewise been^powered to 
appoint others to teach ; nor is it in the least implied in the 
words of theeommission. This is the thing to bfe proved* If, 
then, it does not result from the nature of the thing, nor'fmm 
the words of the commission, that the Apostles were obliged to 

b Brief Defence, p. 133, 139. 
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give all ^aseto*^ the tNxw^«v«(riilfialum> Ihte muft w& ingnite 
iatathe futore bdiavitiur of Uie ApoBtles/to know what omoers 
theycoBstitated) and what powers they granted to them. Now, 
I think, it has heenabmidaBtly proved, that diere sa no retton, 
^romany rule laid down, norfrom any example mentioned in the 
New Testanwnt, to think that the power o£ ordivxxtion was giv^ 
to those officers: called Overseers, or Preshyters^ notwith- 
standing that they were called to teiich Christians, and tofasd 
thejhck of Chkibt, It is of no importance to say, that ' eveiy 
minister of the gospd, who has these powei^s [the powers of 
'baptizing and preaehingj is a successor of the Apostles, is 
authorized hy this commission, and stands on a footing oi official 
equality with those to whom it was originally delivered, so £ar 
as their office was ordinary and p«*pretaal.''' I say, it is of no 
importance to say this, since this commission, as has been 
already observed, did notoMige the Apostles to grant all powers 
to all teachers in the Church ; and since you have advanced no 
proof that this is the commission of Presbyters in any other 
sense, than as it is the original declaration of Christ ; or as the 
Apostles w^ere certainly commanded, and empowered by it to see 
that there should be cheers for these purposes' in the Church. 
But though the Apostles were thus empowered, it does not 
fallow, that ev@ry officer they appointed in the Church was thus 
empoweeed. 

. , Again : Though this commission does not expressly say, that 
he who is called to teach in the Church, shall not be called to 
'.ardain likewise, yet it does not follow^ that every one wh<^ is 
called to teach is therefore called to ordain. It should be 
particularly remembered, that the Apostles were to be endowed 
with thefloLY Ghost, who was to direct them in the execution 
of the authority committed to them by Christ; and conse- 
quently, whether but one order was appointed by them for the 
^ces designed to be continued in the Church, must be collected 
feom their succeeding practice. 

Further: It may as well be proved from hence, that all 
ecclesiastieal teachers, had, in the first age, the powers of 
Apostles, as that they have since, the powers of Bishops, properly 
so called. For there is no difference at ^I made in the commission. 
And, therefore, if this be the commission both of the Apostles, 
«ad of the Presbyters whom they ordained, in the same sense ; 
then had those Presbyters the same powers which the Apostles 
had, in their ordinary, transmissible charactei. If, Sir, you 
win assert that they had, then you flatly contradict the Scriptures, 
«Dd liie unanimous voice of antiquity. The Apostles, in their 
extraordinary powero, had no superiority over others who had 
those extraordmary piiwers. Evangelists, -Fresby terff. Deacons, 
cfven Laymen iiad those lextraordinary powers^ There were pio- 
fdiets, insfored teaehers, workers ol miracles, those wl^ocq^ke 
divers tongues; and St. Luke, and St, Us^la^ysfh^ wpr« 99^44 1^ 
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twehe, by uisptetion wrote the Mrterfxyf- our SaTidur's life and 

siif^ingd. Theex^raoi^inaiypowem of theApoBt!ei.theii/ver« 
not the foundation <rf their euperiority. It must nays arisen 
ftom another source, from their possessing the full^powers of the 
commMsion given them by Christ, which Presbyters did not 
possess. Hence their supremacy over -4he Christian Church. 
Now, if the Pre8b3rters did not possess the same ordinary powers 
with the -Apostles, then the power of ordination^ for any thing 
that appears to the contrary, may be excited as "well as any 
other power. And if the Apostles were to be guided by the Holy 
Ghost in the exercise^ of their commission, then we must 
determine, from what Iheyuctttally- did^ whether they asMgned 
distinct works to* distinct officers. This is the sure way of 
proceeding, and not that of relying upon our own conjectures and 
surmises. In a word ; granting that the commission given to 
the Apostles was their sole authority for governing the Church, 
and perpetuating the ministry, there is no foundation for the 
conclusion you draw from it, nor have you advanced any thing: 
'but your own affirmation in proof of it. 

Still farther : I do not see how this commission could have 
been that, by virtue of which Matthias acted as an Apostle. He 
was called to the Apostolate in a different manner from the other 
Apostles. To be sure, he was called to the exercise of equal 
powers with them ; but it was not by virtu© of this commission,. 
in like manner, I do not see how it could have been that St Paul 
acted in consequence of this commission, when he was caUed 
to the Apostolate in a wonderful manner ; and some time after 
this commission was given to the other Apostles. And if he did 
not derive his authority from this conamission, how could the 
Presbyters whom he ordained, plead this, commission for their 
right to ordain ? All the directions we have in tlie New Teste- 
meht concerning ordination, are to be found in St. PauPs Epis- 
tles to Timothy and Titus ; and we may be surfe he gave those * 
directions under the guidance of the Holy Ghost. If, then^ 
we find from these epistles that he made a distinetion of officers 
in the Church, it is in vain to talk about the one commission ; 
and by no means like a scholar, te infer a parity of officers from 
the words of the commission, when those -words do not neces- 
sarily imply it. The words, indeed, imj^ a parity of apoB- 
lolical powers, and, consequently, a parity of rank among the 
Apostles, but nothing farther. They afford a good argument to 
Protestants against Papists, but not to Presbyterians against 
Mpiscopalians. 

^Lastly : Either the Apostles might make a distinction in ecde- 
siastical offices, notwithstanding this commission, or .not. If 
they miffht'jthen this commission signifies nothing to prove that 
sU Wh6 are called to teach, are called likewise to ordain^; and, 
consequently, if this be granted to be the commission of idl 
Presbyters,-^ it may be a commission to Aem' only toteackand 
baptize, and not likewise to ordain. If they might not mak#ft 
distinction, then, neither was it left to them to delMtr th* first 
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superior officers, to th«t woit. For, if it was our liOSD'ii 
declared will^ that the same peraooB that should b^ caUed to 
teach, should also be called to orcein ;' how could the Apostles 
Juitlify their debarring those whom they called to teach, from 
.<Nrdaining, and appoiat other officers for that purpose? Or. 
what reason can possibly be •feund out- for suca a procedure t 
But I think it has oeen fully proved, that they did debar theiirst 
i^n^byters irom ordaining'^ Whence it follows, that they 
might, notwithstanding- thi» commission, appoint that some 
officers should be called to tench in the Church; and othergj 
distinct from these, to ordain, as well as to teaeh. 

I shall now close this part of our discussion with proposing to 
your consideration a few questions. 

1. How came the Apostle Paul to restrain the Presbytors of 
Ephesus and Crete from the exercise of their r^^f of ordain- 
inff, without any apology for so doing ; without any acknow- 
ledgment that this right did originally belong to them ; without 
any declaration that it was only for present expediency 1 Why 
do we find the first Presbyters dealt with by St. Paul exactly as 
he would have dealt with them, had they been originally pre^ 
-eluded from the right of ordaining ? 

2* If this restraint put upon the Presbyters of Ephesus and 
Crete was but for a short time, (as some Presbyterians have 
supposed) and was designed to be taken off when the ground of 
the restraint was removed, howcomes it that in all the accounts of 
the primitive Church, we read of single persons succeeding the 
Apostles, and sucl^ officers as Timothy and TituS 1 How comes 
it, that, immediately upon their death, we find the same restraint 
>and the same distinction spoken of with so much ^eeal in Ignar 
tins? epistles? . 

3. If this restraint upon the Presbyters was designed to be 
taken off after the death of the Apostles, and Was accordingly 
removed, how and v>hen was it imposed again upon them? 
Which is the intermediate time, in which they exercised this 
right of ordination ? Which is the time when the restraint was 
lud upon them again ? And how comes it that, their ordinations 
were always disapproved and- condemned, and their mght to 
this .work always denied 1 It will require some ingenuity to 
answer these questions, consistently with the voice of Scrif^tuie 
and -antiquity. 

I have now. Sir, made what appears to me to be a suffiei^t 
reply to your four grand positions, on which you seem to place 
great reliance ; and if I have been fortunate enough to show 
their weakness, there is an end to the controversy. Of this, I 
.presume not to judge for any body but myself. I^ our readers 
. impartially weigh t&e evidence on both sideaof the question, and 
then let them conscientiously decide and act. 

I will not) Sir,' enter inta any dispute with you, concerning 
>tiie nature of the <<9ominiflBifui*^veii to iXOd amptAy discij^ be^ 

W 
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involved in much uncertainty ; and to assert what cannot be 
proved, is no mark of a judidoaa controvertist. Granting' ovi^ry 
thing that some. Episcopalians haive contended for, stiU it remains 
true that the Church of GHRiaT, in its explicit, permanent fbnn, 
was not established till after our Lonn's resurrection. I am 
much of the mind of Bishop B^ge upon that point. 

I shall now, Sir, notice a few more of your observations, and 
then proceed to examine what you have said in your sixth letter, 
with respect to the reform-ers of the Church of Eng^land, 

In the first part of your second letter, you thus speak: ^ hiaU 
disputes relating either to the faith or the practice of Christians, 
the first and the grand question is, Whai saiththe Scripture? 
This is the ultimate and the only infallible standard. Wnatevef 
is not- found in the Bible cannot be considered, in any sense^ as 
essential either to the doctrine or the order of the Church. Tliis 
Inaxim is especially applicable to the subject now- under con- 
sideration.' 

* In £^1 discussions by adverse parties j it is necessary that they 
should express themselves in such a manner, that there can be 
no roem:^r'. any mistake about their meaning. This I know 
requires much attention to perspicuity and precision in the uso 
of words. This perspicuity appears to me to be wanting in the 
above quotation. Pray, Sir, how do you mean to apply the 
Word essential? Do you mean to speak of doctrines, the belief 
of which is essential to salvaticm? If you do, with whom are 
you contending ? Certainly not with me, nor with any Episco- 
palian that I know of. It is no part of my creed, that a man 
caiinot be saved who is not an ESpiscopalian. - My charity is 
very Afferent from that ; and- 1 am persuaded, supposing you to 
be a Calvinist, much more extensive than yours ; notwithstand- 
ing your charge of ^bigotry' against some Episcopalians. 
Bigotry is sometimes a very convenient word in the rapuths of 
opponents, as Papist is in the mouths of Protestants, and Armi- 
nian in the mouths of Calvinists. Once apply the epithet to 
which reproach is annexed by party, and the poor man is imme- 
diately run down. This may be good policy, but I doubt 
whether it is Christian chs^ity. 

If you mean by the word * essential' not what is necessary to 
salvation, but what is necessary to a correct faith ; — I pray, who 
is to be the judge of the correctness of Christian faith ? Is it the 
Pope, or Luther, or Calvin, or the Reformers of the Church of 
England, or the General Assembly of Scotland, or the Synod of 
Dort, or the Westminster Divines, or any others ? Pray, Sir, 
tell me. If you reply. What is deemed eissential to a correct 
fsdth by the great b<Miy of Christians in all ages, and all countries, 
then you have recourse to extraneous elucidation, and give up 
the Bible as being perfectly clear m all points without it If 
you say, that every man must determine for hipsself what is 
essential to a eorrect fidth, then you makea correct faith witat 
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every man dioonefl iohxu^ fta mich ; and^ of cotivse; tlie frtandaid 
of eorreetness every man's imagination. Then what is csorreet 
in one is incorrect in-another* Wnat isesseirtial to a right faith- ^ 
the judgment of one, is by no -means so in the judgment of anoilier. 
And thus you must either give up your assertion that the ^ible 
alone, in all cases, without tfny elucidation from the faith and 
practice of the primitive Church, is sufficient to determine what 
are the essentials of a correct faith ; or • you must assert, that « 
rtght faith is just what every man makes it. The line of ^is- 
^ 4;inction which Thave drawn upon this subject for my own 
^guidance is this : What is essential to a riffkt faith, and what is 
essential to salvation, are by no means equivalent. A man, 
whose faith is incorrect in some important points, may still be 
saved. It is not possible for fallible man to deterihine, how far 
a person may proceed in error, without excluding himself from 
salvation. That belongs to God alone. This is my first dis- 
tinction I and an important one it is ; because it enables me, with 
perfect consistency, to contend earnestly for what I d^em essen- 
tial to a correct faith, and at the same time extend the utmost 
charity to those who do not eoindde in opinion with me. Thus, 
although I consider a belief of the doctrine of the Trinity essenttal 
to a right Christian faith^ yet I dare not say, nor think, that a man 
cannot be saved who does not believe it. In like manner j I make a 
distinction between what is essential to an apostolic Chutch, and 
what id essential to salvation. I believe 'episcopacy essential to 
an apostolic Church ; but I do not believe that it is essential to 
salvation that every man be an Episcopalian. And .thus, in this 
case as in the former., I cancontend earnestly for being a member 
of this episcopal j apostolical Church, in perfect consistence with, a 
b^ief that numbers who are not of this Church, will befinsdly 
saved. This is my second distinction ; and if I do not deceive 
myself, it is absolutely necessary to enable me to contend don- 
sistently with charity, for what I deem essential to a right fmth 
and right discipline. * . 

If these distinctions be admitted, we shall the more easily 
determine how far your assertion- is true, that the JB^le is tibe 
only infallible standard of what is essential to the doctrine, or 
the order of the Church. 

I acquiesce in this assertion, so fiar as this-^that when the sense 
of Scripture Js ascertained, we are to be absolutely determined 
by it. Christians can make no appeal from it to any otlier 
standard. . - 

- But then the question will be, How are we to d^ermine what 
the sense of Scripture is in points relating to faith, and the order 
of the Church ? Will you answer, There are certain- fixed prin- 
ciples of interpretation, in which men of sense and learning ate 
generally agreed? That is undoubtedly correct ; bvft then att- 
other question arises, Who is to- apply those principles? WiU 
you say. Undoubtedly, every man must apply them for Mmself? 
Then we sha^ hiiidlibly have diSmqi xmdteu A regard to int^ 
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yel twamen, who «re equal loveie of justioey and equally imdZi' 
genty wHl not aee the same action, in reference .to the principle 
of Jufltioe, in the same p^nt of Ught ; nay, they will eometiapgs 
view it in direetly qppoeite points of light. ^ it is- with i^espect 
to the doctjrinea and government of the Church. You say, that 
tJbere is enough in S^pture to determine an impartial inquirer, 
that the government of the Church is presbyterian, We^ on 
the contrary, say, that th^e is enough in Scripture to determine 
an impartial inquirer^ that the government of th^ Church 48 a 
episcopal. You say, that you interpret the passages relating 
to this point upon sound prin«ipl^ of .criticism. We say, 
also, that we interpret them upon sound principles of criticism. 
IVhat now is to be done ? Who is to decide between us ? Tb^re 
cannot possibly be but one answer, viz. the Christians who lived 
near the times oS the Apostles, are the best judges in this case. 
As^the government of thje Church is a matter of foct, there is no 
otlier way of deciding the dispute. To talk, therefore, of the 
BiUe being the only standard, is a mere fallacy. > Nobody 
doubts that; but that is not the question. The question is, 
What is the sense of the Bible ? Determine that, and then there 
is no appeal. But neither Presbyterians nor Kpiscopaiians, it 
seems, can determine it by an appeal to that standard. — There 
remains then nothing but an appeal to the primitive Church, 
That appeal we have made, and the decision is dearly and 
decisively in our favour, learned Presbyterians thdm^elvea 
being the judges. 

All. then, that yon have said about the Bible'^s being the only 
iniiadlible guide, (in disputable matters) can have no other effect 
but to mislead your readers. • It carries, indeed, a iqpecious 
appearance, but, when siifted,4t amounts to nothing at all. < 

This is strikmgly the case with respect to matters of fact, 
where there is any difference of opinion. But it is not:confined 
to matters of fact ; it extends also to points of doctrine. For 
instance : We Trinitarians say) that the passages relating to 
the Trinity, are interpreted by us upon sound principles of critic 
cism. The Ariaais and JSocinians say, that is not the case; 
that praise belongs to them. What now is to be done ? Appeal 
to those who were contempctrary with, or very near the times 
of the Apostles, and you will find it to be a matter of fact, that 
the doctrine of the Trinity was deemed one of the fundamental 
articles of the Christian faith ; and this shows that our interpreta- 
tion of the passages relating to this point, is perfectly correct 
And thus it is With respect^ to every doctrine of Christianity that 
is disputed. Only make it appear that it is a matter of fact, that 
it was the catholic faith in the purest ages of the Church, and 
Ihe acale must be immediately turned in favour of that doctrine ; 
for the rule of Vincentius Lirinensis, and St. Augustine, lias never 
yet failed : ^^ Whatever has been believed at all times, and in ail 
places, and from the beginning,, muat be aptMtolicaL*' Wo e&<i« 
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not, then, even in points of faitb^ always decide 'without mttdi 
ea7f7*an^ot«tf assistance of various kinds. And if this be the case 
with respect to fundamental* points of doctrine, it is certainly 
more so with respect to some important matters of fact; such ad^ 
the change of the Sabbath, infant baptism, and the canon of 
Scripture. Dispute as much as you please upon these points, 
until you reduce them to matters oi fact, you will never throw 
so much Hght upon them as to obviate every difficulty. Just so 
it is with respect to the government of the Church. 

But, Sir, 1 need not have given njyself the trouble of making 
these observations. Yotgell us, in the passage under considera- 
tion, that ' whatever is not found in the Bible, cannot be con- 
sidered, in any sense, as essential either to the doctrine, or the 
order of the Church ;' and that 'this maxim is especially appli- 
cable to the subject now under consideration.' ^ Yet, in another 
place, you say, * Whoever expects to find any formal or explicit 
decision on this subject, delivered by Christ or his Apostles, 
will be disappointed.' Now^ what is the inevitable consequence 
from these two passages ? I appeal to every man of common 
sense, whether it is not one of these two things ; either that the 
Bible is not a sufficient standard — for what is not explicit, can 
certainly never be aistandard ; and then the appeal to the Bible 
is idle ; or that, as there is nothing^xplicit in the Bible upon the 
smbject of church government, it cannot be a matter of any mat^ 
rial consequence ; for you say, * Whatever is not found in that 
book, cannot be essential to the order of the Church.' Now, 
'what a curiosity is this \ A learned divine sits down to write a 
volume to prove from Scripture, that presbyterian government 
is the only mode instituted by the great Head of the Churchy 
and iheA episcopacy is a wicked usurpation ; but in (he very out- 
set of his work, he tells his readers; that there is nothing expHcit 
upon the subject, in the book to which he appeals; and jret, 
afterwards labours through one hundred and twenty-three paces 
to prove his point from the Bible alone. This standard then,foy his 
own acknowledgment, is no standard ; and this 'maxim so pecu- 
liarly applicable to the present subject,' turns out to be no maxim. 

And all this, Sir, you assert directly in the face of your own 
Confession of Faith ; which makes a parity of ministers of divine 
institution ; and, consequently, it must be evidently revealed in 
Scripture. What, Sir, will your brethren say to Jtwi, for destroy- 
ing, by a dash of your pen, all their hope»from Scripture testi- 
mony? What will Dr. Mason and Mr. M^Leod, who are mdti 
faithful coadj^utors, say to you ? They are labouring hard to 
prove presbyterian government a divine institution,' upon the 
sole ground of Scripture; but you step forth and tell them, these 
is nothing explicit upon the subject in dcriptuns.' Who are we 
to believe ? You, or them i Where are we to lode for- the evi- 
' deilck of this fact ? Not in Scripture, for there you say we h«ve 
nothing explicit. Not in the Others ; for they, you tell us,- ate 
not unanimous, but contradict one another* la tkeBMOa of com* 
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mon sense, what im^ we tp do? What a.wQiider(«i)lluQg is this! 
>/L aughty fkbric has been erected for ag^ aikL. exposed, from 
the very heginQlag, to the view pf all men, -and yet ao mortal can 
tell who raised it, nox V)hen it was raised. And we are iovolved 
Ui this ignorance^ as you say, from a want of explicitness in the 
Bible, and of consistency in the fathers ; and thus we are left by 
Him, who is wisdom itself, to form justsuch a Church as, whim, 
or prejudice, or interest, may suggest. This is strange dOctriiie 
from a Christian divine. 

. But, Sir, we Episcopalians. are of a very different opinion. We 
believe, with the Presbyteriaa Confession of Faith^ that the con- 
atitution of the Christian Church is Explicitly exhibited in the 
sacred Scripture ; and with our own Church, that " it is evident 
unto all men diligently reading holy Scripture and ancient 
authors, that from the Apostles' time, there have been three 
orders of ministers in Christ's Chureb, Bishops, Priests, and 
Deacons."*^ To the Scriptures wc have appealed, aud we have 
found,. (to mention but one instance,) Timothy exercising epis- 
copal authority over the Ptesby tei^, Deacons, and Laity, of the 
Church of £phesus; and we have confirmed our interpretation, 
by the unanimous testimony of the primijtive Church. 

There is another passage in your Letters, which, as it has some 
.spweciousness, had better be noticed. You say, (p* 14.) ' It is cer- 
tainly contrary to the genius of the Gospel dispensation, whifi^ 
is pre-eminently distinguished from the Mosaic economy by it& 
simplicity and spirituality, to place forms of outward order 
among those things which are essential to the v^ry existence of 
theChmx^h.' 

This, Sir, is a very vag\ie and indefinite passage* Mere forms 
of outward order, which have' no foundation in any thing but 
decency and propriety, we consider as very arbitrary and vafia- 
Me ; that being deemed proper and decent in one country^ which 
is not 490 deemed in anoth^. Tbis mutability in circumstances 
of this nature, is what our great episcopal writers contended for, 
against the Puritans of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 
If these be the forms you mean, you totally mistake the question. 
Circumstances, which, from their very nature, are mumble, we 
maintain are not worth contending for ; and no Church treats 
the contrary notion with more ccmtempt than ours. Had the 
Puritans entrained l^e same correct opinion upon this poinl, 
that the Church of £Ingland has constantly entertained from the 
Ref(»rmation, history would never have had her pages stained 
with such shameful violations of Christian unity. But, Sir, if 
you mean (and you must n^an, so, to meab any thing to the 
purpose^) that the ministry and the sacraments are mere forms 
of outward order, then I have nothing to do but to refe^ you to 
S^OKir own standard of laith. The Church to which you belong, 
and wboseX)oQfessiQ|i of Faith I piea«meyou ^ubsonhed, {4a^ 
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this nurttsr pteebeiy upon the -saihe.iri^itd'ihatr'^i'^do* >^ 
comenaoft tida^ st^s-the Pre^yleriati Ck>iifesgion of Faith, bat in 
thtf Churofa-^Hno adtnisBioti into the Chiirch bat by baptism-'Hia 
baptisiB but by a:lawful miinster-^fiiid no lawful minister bulF by 
the imposition of tbe hands -of the Presbytery.* So says Dr. 
Mason, als9. '^ Her^^ (the GhureVs) ** ministry entere into her 
very being. ^ Had the ministry ever been destroyed, the Chnroh- 
would have been destroyed too.''f So says a man triu)m you 
highly reverence, John Calvin. " Neither the light nor heat of 
the son, nor meat, nor drink, are so necessary to nourish and 
sustain the present life, as the ofllce of the Apostles and Pastors 
is nec^sary to preserve the Church^"* And 5^, Sir, in opposi- 
tion to your great exemplar, Calvin, your ingenious coadjutor, 
Dr. Mason, your own Confession of Faith, which, I presume, 
you think yourself bound to maintain, and, what is worse, to thef 
holy Scriptures, (which I shall prove presently,) you consider 
the ministry a mere mutable, external thing, not at all neeessary 
to its existence. 

"Baptism;** says your platform of faith,^» " is the seal of the 
covenant of grace." Baptism is essential to Chureh-»membership; 
So says the Confession, and so say the Scriptures. Now, baptism 
is m externals 'But you say, * It is oerliainly -crontrary to the 
genius of the Gosj^el oispensation, to place forms of ontward 
order among tliose things which are essential to the very exist- 
ence of the Church.' You must excuse me^«8ir. Although I do 
not bow to every thing I find in the Westminster Coniession of 
F&ith, yet, in this instance, I think it is perfectly correct. Upon 
you, however, that Confession has a claim of respect and sub- 
mission. - ' 

The truth,. Sir, is, that what yon have said upon this point, is 
eqiuaily opposed to the declarations of^our Ofauneh, of your own> 
and of the holy Scriptures; 

You have another assertion, which is as little tenable as the 
foregoing. You condemn us, Sir, fen; laying so much stress upon 
episcopal order, and you very roundly teil us^that ' it is placing 
a point of external order on a par with the eesenoe of rriigion.' 

Now, Sir, that you should not know that we place it precisely 
upon the same ground with your own* Confessioh .t>f Faith, is 
strange indeed. Need I observe, that your Confession makes 
ordination by Presbyters ess^itial to the ministry, and. a ndims^ 
try essential to the:Church ; and you yourseif teU us, that the* 
vs^dity of our orders • arises frcun Pree^yters^ jotniiigthedr hands- 
with the Bishop^s. We do not thank fyoO' for tbe^omnplinlentj I * 
cam* assure you; butthat by the way^ = WeH, Sir, whatever hB'^ • 
portance the Westihinster divines attach I0 |>re8byterian iMina- 
tjon, we attach to^episcopal, and not a. tittle mbis; iif we pot 
our ordination' upon a par with: the ^esoence ofsciigion, so do 
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tk^ put ttmrs« Btt ^ traih u, Aat anther of 'w puts si on 
that^tiiig. The doctrine of both Ohcirdies is perfectly r the 
eaaie. «ttd perfeistly correet Both make a: ministry cMtBnntial to 
a visible Chnrch, and the visible Chcffch^ with all its ordinanoBS, 
amfeaft, by divine institutioii, of promotinj^ that purity andpiety 
of heart, whiofa are essential to the enjoyment of QtWb in hi» . 
hi^venly kingdom. Now, Sir, can yon suppose, that both your 
Church aad ours, are so preposterous as to put the means upon 
a par with the emf — ^the Church militant updn « par with the 
Church triumphant-f—ihe ministry upon a par with' the end of 
the ministry'T-the messenger upon a par with the meseage^-^ 
the sficram^ents upon a- par with the grace conveyed by them 4 
It iS' strange that yoa should, suppose it ; yet it seeips to be the 
case. But, on the other hand, is itoiot wild fanaticism to sup* 
pose, tiu^'the end is to be attained, in an ordinary way, without 
the means ? Is it not daring presumption to separate what Ood 
hath joined together 1 Csiasr has commanded' us to be hap- 
tized, and baptism is made, everywhere in Scripture, essential ;to 
Church-membership. Oh no,-fiay you, a point of external order 
cannot be at aH esaential to Churcb^membership ; for that would be . 
making extemalsesaentialtotheexistenceof a Church, and puttings 
them upon a par with the essence of religion. Well, ^ir, we £» . 
makeeoone externals essential to the being of a Church. So do 
ycni ; so does your Confession of Faith ; so do the holy^ Scrip- 
tures : all make a ministry essential to a Christian Church^ But 
does, any Episcopalian, or Presbyterian, or any conliession of 
faith, or the holy Scriptures, put the means upon a par with the 
end? Certainly not. . A ministry ^nd. ordinances are essentifld 
to the being of a Church ; but the ministry, the ordinances, the 
Church,- are only the means which Corist has instituted to pnb- 
mote the most important of all possible ends — the salvation of 
mankind. But it is miserable logic to infer from the importance 
we attach to the ministry and the ordinances, that our Church, 
and yours, and the holy Scriptures, put the meand upon a par 
with the end. How a man of your intellect could have run into 
so gross an errcwr, is beyond ray comprdiension. .; . : 

In truth, Sir, I do not know what to make. of you^ Upon the 
subject of the Church. One* whfle, you make a ministry and 
ordinances essential to the behig of a visible Church — at anotiser 
time, fistith and holiness make us true members of the visible 
Church. At one tin^e, the former are of the utmost importance 
— at another, they are not essential to a Church, and .those who 
make them so, are bigots; putting circumstantials upon a foot- - 
ing with essentials — me means upon a par with the end. Thus, 
page 344, you say, ^ Wherever the unfeigned love af o^r divkie 
Saviouii, an humble reliance on .his aUming sacrifice, and a cor- t 
resjponding holiness of life pervade any denoraioation ol Chris- 
tians, we hail them as brethren in Christ \ we acknowledge 
tbmn to be a true Church ; and although we may observe and 
lament imperfeetions in their outward government, we consider 
ihem as truly in covenant with the King of Zion as ourselves,' 
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This passage evidently means, that if we have but fedth in 
^ Christ, and love for him, we are in xdsibte covenant with him, 
although we belong to n6 Church possessing a ministry, and, 
consequently, have no sacraments nor covenanting rites. 'Hiis 
directly contradicts the Scriptures, the Presbyterian Confession 
of Faith, your own assertions, and the declarations of your sen- 
sible coadjutors. Dr. Mason and Mr. M'Leod. 

1. You contradict the Scriptures, They make the Christian 
Church a visible society, partaking of visible ordinances, admin- 
istered by a visible ministry. Your Church consists of men 
^ possessing invisible graces — faith in Christ, and love for him. 

The Scriptures make the visible Church to consist of good 
s^nd bad members, as appears from the similitude of a net ca^t 
into the sea, which takes both good and bad fish ; and of a 
marriage feast, which receives both good and bad guests. But 
your Church consists altogethfer of the good. 

The Scriptures make a ministry essenti^ to a visible Church, 
as appears from Christ's instituting a* ministry to conduct all 
the afiairs of his spiritual' kingdom. But your Church requires 
• no ministry. 

Your Church is different from Christ's; inasmuch as he 
makes baptism essential to an admission into his Church. He 
that believeth^ and is baptized, shall be saved, Qo ye ard teach 
all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of me Holy Ghost, We are all baptized 
into one body, says the Apostle Paul — into one visible body, or 
one visible Church. 

If your account of the Church of Christ upon earth be 
true, then the least that can be said is, that he has two visible 
Churches upon earth, one of which consists altogether of good 
people, the other of both good and bad. But, according to the 
Scriptures, there is but one Church upon earth, and, accordingly, 
but one hope of our calling — ^the hope of seeing God in glory ; 
one faith in Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and one baptism, 
by which we are made members of this one Church. 

If all who profess faith m Christ, and love for him, are 
members of him, it was needless for St. Peter, when the Jews 
inquired of him. What shaU we do 7 to say to them — Repent 
and be baptized every one of you, in the name ofjEsvs Christ, 
for the remissiomofsins. It was needless for the same Apostle 
to ask, in the case of Cornelius and his household—- Can any 
man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which 
have received the Holy Ghost 03 well as we? And he com- 
manded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord Jesits. 
It was needless for Paul, after he professed faith in Christ, and 
received the Holy Ghost, to be baptized. But we find that he 
was bap.tia5fid. He arose, says the xkni, and was baptized. 

In short, the New Testament makes visible ordinances, and 
a vibible ministry, essential to Christ's Church Militant upon 
earth. 

Vol. I— 16 
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% You are also completely at warfare with your own 
ConfeaHon cf Faith, The iipiuiistry and the sacrament, sav 
that confession,* are essential to the Church. But your Church 
is very different from the Presbyterian Church. Yours makes 
faith in Christ, an4 love for him, all that are essential to a 
Christian Church. 

3. You are at complete warfare with yimrself. You say^ 
p. d42, ^ The Christian ministry and ordinances were given to 
edify the body of Christ, and are the great instruments which 
God does, in fact, employ for this purpose.' Consequently,. they 
are essential to a Chnstian Church ; for what Gob appoints, ean 
never be indifferent. 

Agedn you say, in the same page, ' We contend, that there is, 
and must ever be, more virtue and holiness in the Church of 
Christ, than out of it. We contend, in short, that in that 
household of God, to which his gracious promises, and his life- 
giving Spirit are vouchsafed, while we shall always find much 
corruption, we must expect to find, in general, much more of 
the hfe ana power of religion, than among those who have no 
connexion with that household.' 

Here, Sir, you talk like a Bible Christian.- You make the 
Church of Christ to consist both of good and bad members ; 
for, you say, there is in it * much corruption.' You also call the 
Church ' the nousehold of God,' which, of course, makes it a 
visible society. And you say^ that to this 'household, God's 

gracious promises, and life-giving : Spirit are vouchsafed.' 
onsequently, those who are out of this household, out of this 
visible society, are not entitled to these promises, and to God's 
life-giving Spirit. Is not this saying decisively, that faith will 
not make a man a member of Christ's visible Church ? 

Again you say, p. 8. * We agree with our episcopal brethren 
in believmg, that Christ hath appointed officers in his Church 
to preach the word, to administer sacraments^ to dispense disci- 
pline, and to commit these powers to other faithful men.' What 
Christ has instituted in his Church as means of salvation, must 
be essential to his Church, and an ai^el from heaven has no 
power to abrogate them. Thus, your Church and Christ's are 
utterly irreconcileable \ and thus also you are proved to be at 
complete warfare with yourself. ^ 

/ 4. You are in direct opposition to your coadjutor Dr, Mason. 

He has been already quoted, saying — " Her, [the Church's] 
ministry enters into her very being." Can there be any 
Church then without a ministry ? Can those who have faith • 
and love, although united together upon sound doctrinal princi- 
ples^ be a Church without a ministry ? Can they be initiated 
into the Church without a ministry? Not if Dr. Mason be 
right; and I am well satisfied that he is. There can be tio 
Church-membership without baptism — no baptism without a 

I Chap. jxv. 3. xxvii. 4. zzviii. 1. 
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ministry, and; consequently, no Church without both. So that 
it is impossible for a man, according to the Doctor, iQt his faith 
be ever so strong, and his love ever so ardent, to be a member 
of Christ's visible Church without a ministry, and without 
baptism. 

' You are also. Sir, completely at variance with Mr. M'Leod* 
He asserts,'^ "We are not to receive a man to communion, 
merely because he is regenerate; nor are we to reject him, 
merely because he is unregenerate. 

^ 1. We are not officers of the invisible Church. Saintship is, 
in it, the criterion of membership. • 

"2. It is impossible that regeneration is the criterion of 
membership in the visible Church : no mere man can judge the 
heart. Upon this principle, we never could associate in the 
Church with confidence. We cannot be certain of one another^s 
regeneration. 

" 8. It is presumption to say, that saintship is the criterion of 
visible membership. It condemns the conduct of Christ, and 
of the Apostles. Christ admitted as a member, and ordained 
as a minister, Judas, whom he knew to be unregenerate. Simon 
the sorcerer was a baptized Church member, while in the gall 
of bitterness and bond of iniquity. 

" 4. By a divine constitution, the Church of the Jews included 
some unregenerate men. 

"5. The Christian visible Church, according to Christ's 
account of it, embraces some unregenerate men. 

" Is it a vine ? It has barren brs^nches. Is it a field of grown 
com ? The tares must grow with the wheat untill the harvest. 
These tares are the children of the wicked one. This is not to 
be denied. . ^ " . 

" 6. The principle, that regeneration is the criterion of mem- 
bership, is pregnant with mischief. L It encourages ignorance 
in, ministers. 2. It is an engine of tyranny. 3. It encourages 
spiritual pride. 4. It is destructive to piety. 5. It encourages 
licentiousness. 6. It is a certaiin method of banishing saints 
from the Church, and of receiving hypocrites." 

Thus, Sir, I have completely proved that you are at variance 




brethren' a true notion of the nature and <30pstitutio)i of the 
Christian Church. 

It really. Sir, would be an endless business to attend to all the 
€urmises, inconsistencies, and positive, unfounded assertions 
contained in your .Letters. I shall therefore decline the un- 
pleasant task, and proceed to a point of some importance — 
. your view of the principles of the reformers of the Church of 
England, This will afford us a curious specimen of assertion 
without proof; and of misrepresentation vi&PUt plausibility^ 
4» . 

k Ca/eeMtmj p. 99, 



186 TESTUf OKY OF THE REFORMER^. [ Letter XJV, 



LETTER XIV. 

Rev. Sir: . . , 

I SHALL now examine whether the fathers of the Reformation 
in England were ' presbyterians in principle,'^ as you assert.* 

Your first proof that they were^ is taken from the book 
entitled, IVie Institution of a Christian Man: This book was 
published, as you correctly observe, in the year 1537, in, the 
reign of Henry the Eighth. It was called the Bishop'* s Book, 
because it was composed by Archishop Cranmer, and several 
other prelates. You assert^ that it is expressly said in this book, 
that ^ although the fathers of the succeeding Church gifter the 
Apostles instituted certain inferior degrees of ministry ; yet the 
truth is, that in the New Testament there is no mention made 
of any other degree or distinction in orders, but only of Deacons 
or Ministers, and of Presbyters or Bishops.' 

I doubt. Sir, whether you are not as unfortunate in this quota- 
tion, as you have been in several others. The book you quote 
from, is so rare, that I am pretty well satisfied, there is not a 
man in this country who has seen it. Nearly a hundred years 
ago. Collier, who has given an abstract of it, said it was a very 
rare book. When he wrote his Ecclesiastical History^ he had 
it before him, and in the abstract he has given us, there is not a 
syllable of what you have quoted ; but much to the contrary. 
In relation to the authority of Bishops and Priests, he says,*> 
" They [the compilers of the Institution'] . proceed to a more 
particular explanation of the authority of the clergy, and divide 
it into two branches ; — Potestas ordinis^ et potestas jurisdic- 
tionis, [Power of order, £ind power of jurisdiction.] Concerning 
the first, not being contested, they say nothing : the latter, 
touching jurisdiction committed to the hierarchy, they throw 
into three subdivisions. By the first, they are empowered- to 
reprove immorality and misbelief,^ and excommunicate the 
obstinate and ungovernable.-— By the second branch of jurisdic- 
tion. Bishops are authorized by our Saviour to continue the 
succession, and perpetuate the hierarchy. They are the judges 
of the qualifications for priesthood, and may admit or refuse as 
they think fit." 

They further observe, that " a third branch of jurisdiction, 
belonging to Bishops and Priests, comprehends the power of 
making qanons for the discipline and service of the Church." 
Under this head, " they lay it down for a certain truth, that 
neither the Scripture, nor any father of the apostolical age, men- 
tions our Saviour's making any distinction or disparity in the 
Apostolical or Episcopal character; but that all the Apostles 
and Bishops were settled upon a foot of equality, with respect 
to jurisdiction and authority," 

a Letter Y, p. 21?, b t:ccU8, Hint, Vol. II. p, 140. 
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Now, Sir, it is evident from Collier's abstract of the Imtitu^ 
Hon, that you have been led into an error by some prejudiced 
Writer, from whom, most probably, you have taken your quota- 
tion. You assert, after your author, that tTie Institution maintains 
an equality among all the ministers of the gospel. This is not 
the truth. It maintains ^n. equality among all the Apostles and 
Bishops, in opposition to the Pope^s supremacy ;, but does not 
give the least hint of an equality among all the ministers of the 
gospel. This, Sir, shows how cautious we ought to be not to 
aeliver ourselves up to the statements and opinions of others. 

You proceed — * About six years after the publication of this 
book^ another appeared, which was designed to promote the 
same laudable purposes. This was entitled. The necessary 
Erudition of a Christian Man. It was drawn up by a com- 
mittee of Bishops and other divines ; was afterwards read and 
approved by the Lords spiritual and temporal, and the lower 
house of Parliament, was prefaced by the King, and published 
by his command. This book certainly prpves that those who 
drew it up, had obtained much more just and clear views of 
several important doctrines, than they possessed at the' date of 
the former publication. But with regard to ministerial parity, 
their sentiments remained unchanged^ They still asserted the 
. same doctrine. They say, St. Paul consecrated and ordained 
Bishops by the imposition of hand^ ; but that there is no certain 
rule prescribed in Scripture for the nomination, election, or 
presentation of them, [that is true] but that this is left to the 
positive laws of every community. [Undoubtedly !] The office 
of the said ministers is, to preach the word, to minister the 
sacramentSj^to bind and loose, to excommunicate those that^will 
not be refornied, and to pray for the universal Church. Having 
afterwards mentioned the order of Deacons, they go on to say, 
" Of these two orders only, that is to say. Priests and Deacons, 
Scripture maketh express mention ; and how they were conferred 
of the Apostles by prayer and imposition of hands." 

Still I must have recourse to Collier. I have never seen ihe 
Erudition, nor do I believe that you, Sir, ever have. Like the 
Institution, it is an exceedingly rare book. Collier gives us an 
abstract of it. " The Erudition," says he, " makes orders one 
of the seven sacraments, and defines it a gift of grace for 
^ministration in the Church; that it is conveyed by consecra- 
tion and imposition of the Bishop's hands ; that in the beginning 
of Christianity, this character was given by the Apostles. The 
proof is drawn from the epistles of St. P^ul to Timothy and 
Titus." 

This is sufficient proof that the Erudition maintains three 
orders in the Church. Notwithst^mding this, there are to be 
found, according to Collier, the words which you have quoted, 
viz. " the Scripture speaks expressly of no more than the two 
orders of Priests and Deacons," There is undoubtedly a seem-. 
ing CQQtrc^ictioi^ bet\freen these two passages; and thei^'e is ^q 
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other way of reconciling them, but by sajring as Collier does, 
that "under those called Priests or Presbyters, this book sup- 
poses, the episcopal character >vas meant; for that these two 
characters were distinct and subordinate, is plain from this 
Erudition.^^ He then adds, that ^' this last book does not stand 
upon so strong an authority as the former. The Institution 
was the act of the whole clergy, and subscribed by both houses 
of Convocation. But the necessary Erudition was drawn up 
only by a committee of the King's nomination."'' 

The manner in which Collier reconciles the Reformers with 
themselves is perfectly easy and natural. It corresponds too 
with the manner of speaking of the Priests in the Old Testament. 
The High Priest, as I have several times mentioned, is very rarely 
distinguished from the other Priests. The usual distinction is — 
Priests and Levites. The fathers too, in a fev( instances, com- 
prehended all the clergy under two divisions — Presbyters and 
Peacons. At other times, the same writers particularly distin- 
guish the Bishop from the Presbyter. The High Priest was a 
Priest, and. therefore, he and the Priests were generally con- 
founded ; tne Bishop is a Presbyter, and, therefore. Bishops and 
Presbyters were, and are still, sometimes comprehended under 
one title. 

With respect to the two books which have thus engaged our 
attention, it may be observed, that they were intended for 
nothing more than temporary use. The Reformation in Eng- 
land, during the whole reign of H^nry the Eighth, did not 
proceed beyond the state of infancy. Not a single article of 
importance, but the Pope*s supremacy, was as yet altered. 
Cranmer, and all the other Bishops and divines, who, in the 
reign of Edward the Sixth, made so great a figure in reforming 
the Church, were not, till that period, free from the prejudice 
of a Popish education. They were determined, however, to 
proceed, and to correct what was amiss in a very slow and 
gradual manner, according as they should be enabled to deter- 
mine the true sense of Scripture. In the mean tipie, the two 
books in question were published for temporary use. Soon 
after, some of the doctrines of the Church of Rome were tho- 
roughly canvassed by Cranmer and other divines, and pro- 
nounced to be inconsistent with Scripture, and the principles 
of the primitive Church in the purest and best ages. It is no 
wonder then, that while the mist in which they had been 
involved all their lives, was thus slowly dissipating, we should 
find spme crude expressions, and some obscurity of ideas in the 
books in question. Read ColUer's abstract of these two books, 
and you will find that to be the case, both with respect to 
doctrine and government. The mode which they adopted wa^ 
the wisest that reason could suggest. They proceeded very 
cautiously in comparing the doctrines of the Church of Rome 
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with the Scriptures, and the earliest Others. As they derived 
light from these sources, they declared their sefitiments upoix | 

doctrinal subjects ; and then they proceeded in the same cautious 
manner with respect to the constitution of the Church. They i 

took nothing for granted, either with respect to doctrine or ^ 

government, merely because it was entertained by the Church 
of Rome. On the contrary, they were very suspicious of the 
truth of every thing which that Church taught. Several quies- 
tions relating to the orders of the priesthood were pj;oposed in 
writing to the divines engaged in this business ; and their judg- 
ments were accurately summed up, and set dowh by the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury. This transaction should be datisd in the 
reign of Henry the Eighth, and not ten years afterwards, as you ^ 

assert, following either the Irenicumy or somebody that has 
imphcitly followed that book. This appears beyond contradic- 
tion from Bishop Burnet, who has completely settled that point. 
Now let it be considered, that all this important business was 
transacted in the very dawn of the Reformation, when but very 
few steps were taken towards a thorough change in doctrine and 
government. "The prepossessions of a Popish education," says 
Dr. (Dhandler,* "still operated in the minds of these honest 
searchers for truth ; and it was owing, perhaps morq to the force 
of these prepossessions, than to any other cause, that sonae of 
them have used expressions, which have since been construed to 
impiy their having some doubts concerning the superiority of 
Bishops over Presbyters. The Popish schoolmen and canonists 
had been, for some ages, endeavouring to destroy the distinction 
between the two orders^ of which Bishop Burnet gives a particular 
account, concluding it m these words : * On this I have insisted the 
more, that it may appear how little thev have considered things, 
who are so far carried with their zeal against the established 
government of the Church, as to make use of some passages 
of the schoolmen and canonists that deny them to be distinct 
orders ; for these are tJie very dregs of popery; the one raising 
the Priests, for the sake of transubstantiation ; the other pulling 
the Bishops lower, for the sake of the Pope's supremacy, and by 
such means bringing them almost to an equal.'® The like 
observation was made before by an eminent Archbishop, who says, 
we may justly ascribe the reviving of the Aerian heresy in these 
latter days, to the dispensations of the court of Rome, who , 
licensed ordinary Priests to ordain^ and confirm, ahd do the 
most essential offices of Bishops. So their schools do teach us, a 
Priest may be the extraordinary minister of priesHwod, and 
confer inferior orders by the delegation of the Pope, Again — 
Hie Pope may confer the power of confirm^iou upon a sim- 
ple Priest. By such exorbitant practices as these, they chalked 
out a way to innovators. And yet they are not able to produce 
s^^precedent of such dispensation, in the primitive times.' '^' 
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You proceed. Sir, to inform us, that * ^ve years after the last 
named publication, viz. about the year 1548, Edward the Sixth 
called a select assembly of divines, for the resolution of several 
questions relative to the settlement of religion. Of this assembly^ 
Archbishop Cranmer was a leading member, and, to the tenth 
question, which respected the office of Bishops and Presbyters, 
that venerable prelate replied, "Bishops and Priests were, at one 
time, and were not two things, but one office, in the beginning of 
Christ's religion." 

Now, Sir, in this opinion I can see nothing inconsistent with 
episcopal pre-eminence. I can subscribe to it without the least 
hesitation. We all agree, that in tJie beginning of Christ'^ 
religion, Presbyters were also called Bishops. Consequently 
they were different names for the same office. But here lies the 
fallacy. The word 'Bishop' in the eleventh question, was 
understood in the appropriate sense. The question is, " Whether 
a Bishop hath authority to make a Priest by the Scripture or not? 
And whether any other but only a Bishop may make a Priest ?"^ 
To this. Dr. Cox answers — " Bishops [in the appropriate sense 
of the word] have authority, as is aforesaid, of the Apostles, in 
the tenth question, to make Priests, except in causes of great 
necessity,''^ In his answer to the the tenth question, to which he 
refers, he had made this distinction — " Bishops as they he now; 
that is, as superior to Presbyters; have authority to make 
Priests.^^ Dr. Redmayn gives his opinion in these words — " To 
the first part [that a Bishop, in the appropriate sense of the 
word, hath authority to make a Priest by Scripture] I answer^ 
Yea; for so it appeareth, Titus i. and 1 7Vm. v. with other 
places of Scripture. But whether any other but bnly a Bishop 
may make a Priest, I have not read, but by a singular privilege of 
God. As for making, that is to say, ordaining and consecrating 
Of Priests, I think it specially belongeth to the office of a Bishop, 
as far as can be shown by Scripture, or any exaniiple, as I suppose 
from the beginning." And with Redmayn agree Thirleby, 
Symmons, Robertson, Leighton, and others. In short, they all 
agree, that none but Bishops have authority to make P^iests-r-a 
few making an exception to cases of extreme necessity. Nothing 
can be more clear and decisive, with respect to the opinions of 
the English Reformers, than the statement of Burnet ai^d Collier 
of the whole progress of that business. 

Prom this view, given us by the above named historians, it is 
evident, that if this transaction had taken place, as you a^ssert, iu 
the reign of Edward the Sixth, the question relating to episcopacy 
would not be affected by it. All agree that it took place before 
the Ordination Offices were compiled ; but Burnet clearly proves^ 
i|i opposition to ^illingfleet, that the transaction occurred ui the 
reign of Henrjr the Eighth, when the Reformers had made but 
little progress in the great work in which they were engaged; 
and Uiat of course, even at that early period, they had become 
perfectly convinced from Scripture and the lyritini^ of W^ 
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fathers, that episcopacy "^as the true and proper government of 
the Christian Church. 

Yet, Sir, you say, with Burnet in your hands, that he main- 
tains, ' Such were the language and the views of Craijmer and 
other Prelates, in the reign of Edward the Sixth f^ when he, in 
direct terms, says the contrary. He dates the questions awi 
resolutions to which I suppose you have reference, as far back 
as the year 1540^ and observes, that he had " seen a much fuller 
paper concerning orders and ecclesiastical functions, signed, 
either in the year 1537 or 1538, since it is subscribed by Edward 
Fox, Bishop of Hereford, who died ifi May, 1538."»» 

You must have been misled. Sir, by somebody or other upon this 
point. You have confounded two distinct transactions, which 
happened, the one in the reign of Henry the Eighth, the other in 
the reign of Edward the Sixth. With respect to the latter^ 
Burnet says, " This winter (1540) there was a committee of 
select Bishops and divines appointed for examining all the ojffices 
of the Church, and for reforming them. The thuig they first 
examined was the sacrament of the Eucharist j which being the 
chief of Christian communion, was thought to deserve their 
chief care. And here they managed their inquiries in the same 
manner that was used in the former reign ; in which, when any 
thing was considered in Order to a change, it was put into several 
queries, to which every one in commission was to give his 
answer in writing. It is no wonder, if the confusion that 
followed- in queen Mary's reign have deprived us of most of 
those papers ; yet there is one set of them preserved, relating to 
some qicestions about the pries fs single communicating,^'*^ 
I have looked over the questions to which Burnet refers, and 
I do declare, that there is not to be found in them one syUable 
upon the subject of episcopacy. 

This evidence, together with Strype's, shows, in a satisfactory^ 
manner, that Stillingfleet was mistaken, in dating the transaction 
in question in the reign of Edward the Sixth. Burnet, in his 
history, corrected the error ; and Stillingfleet never controverted 
thepolnt, that we know of. 

Tne circumstance, too, of the manuscript, which Burnet says 
he had seen, and which contains the ' questions and answers,' in 
a fuller manner than that of 1540, and which was clearly drawn 
up no later than in 15^, as it was signed by Fox, Bishop of 
Hereford, who died that year — affords strong^ proof, that the 
business had been begun in 1538, but was not completed till 1540. 
There is also strong internal evidence, that the ^ questions and 
answers' were put out some years before the framing pf the Arti- 
cles of the Church, and the Offices of pubhc worship, which took 
place in 1548. In the latter there was unanimity, m the former 
there wa9 not. The minds of those excellent men were gradually 
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enlightened : it was scarcely possible that it should have beea 
otherwise. But if the business of the ' questions and answers' 
to6k place in the same year in which the Articles, &c. were 
framed, the reformers must have had the light of truth break in 
upon them very suddenly indeed; for in the former, there is 
much crudeness of expression, some difference of opinion, and 
some singularity of sentiment But every thing has a different 
aspect in the Articles and Offices of the Church. These circum- 
stances are, I think, sufficient to convince every impartial per- 
son that you have been misled by Stillingfleet, or somebody else, 
in dating the 'questions and answers,' in 1548. . 

But notwithstanding this correct view of the whole business^ 
given by Burnet and Collier, you still push forward with zeal to' 
carry your point. You say, * Another circumstance, which 
serves to show that Archbishop Cranmer considered the epis- 
copal system in which he shared, as founded rather in prudence 
and the roill of the magistrate^ than the vxird of Gon, is, that 
he viewed the exercise of all episcopal jurisdiction as depending 
on the pleasure of the King, and that, as he gave it, so he might 
take it away at pleasure. Agreeably to this, when Henry the 
Eighth died, the worthy primate regarded his own episcopal 
power as expiring with him ; and therefore would not act as 
Archbishop till he had received a new commission from King 
Edward.' 

There is, Sir, nothing in this world easier, than to mis-state 
facts, and superinduce false colours upon truth. Your unlearned 
and prejudiced readers have, no doubt, been greatly misled by 
your numerous mis-statements, and your extremely plausible 
assertions. No doubt you mean what you say, and are perfect- 
ly free from any intention of giving a wrong view of the subject 
But how to acquit you from negligence in the investigation of 
facts, I declare^ Sir, 1 do not know; and therefore shall not at^ 
tempt it 

Tiiat Archbishop Cranmer took out a new commission for the 
exercise of his office, is true; but it was not upon the principle 
which you mention. It is undeniable, that it was the doctrine 
of the King, the Bishops, and the whole nation, that authority 
to administer the sacraments, and to perform all other spiritual 
offices, was derived, not from the crown, but from Christ., 
This doctrine was explicitly maintained in the Institution of 
a Christian Man, as you will see by consulting Collier. And 
that it was maintained by the King, is evident from a letter of 
his to the convocation of the province of York, explaining the 
supremacy. That letter you will find in Dr. Chandler's Appeal 
defended, p. 54. Therein the King makes a clear distinction 
between the temporal and spiritual powers of the Bishops j the 
former he derives from the state, the latter from Christ. It 
i& therefore, evident, that what was meant to be given by the 
Kinp[, was nothing more than a lefftU right to exercise that 
ppiritual function, which was deriveafrom Christ, and a juri%N 
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diction relating to matters testamentary, matrimonial, &c« which 
Was derived from the state. Afterwards, in the reign of Edward 
the Sixthj from 1548 to 1553, Bishops were commonly appointed 
by the Kmg's Letters Patent. " By those letters," says Bishop 
Burnet, " it is clear, that the episcopal function was acknow- 
ledged iohe of dimne app&intment, and that the person was no 
other way named by the King, than as lay patrons present to 
livings ; only the Bishop was legaUy authorized in such a part 
of tl^ King's dominions, to execute that function which was to 
be derived to him by imposition of hands."* 

This, Sir, is the true state of the^matter ; and it evidently shows 
how very incorrect you are, when you advance Cranmer's taking 
out a new commission after the death of Henry, as a proof that 
he believed episcopacy was a mere human institution. 

As a further proof that Cranmer believed the episcopal office 
to be of apostolical institution, let us have recourse again to the 
* questions and resolutions.' To the eleventh question, Pr. Leigh- 
ton thus answers : " I suppose that a Bishop hath authority of 
God, as his minister, by Scripture, to make a Priest ; but he 
ought not to admit any man to be a Priest, and consecrate him, 
or to appoint him to any ministry in the Church, without the 
Prince's license and consent. And that any other man hath 
authority to make a Priest by Scripture, I have not read, nor 
any example thereof." To the twelfth question, Leighton an- 
swers : "I suppose there is a consecration required, as by im- 
position of hands ; for so we be taught in the ensample of the 
Apostles." Durell, in his VindicicB, says, that having had am 
opportunity of examining the original manuscript, he found that 
Cranmer gave his consent* td Leighton's opinions upon this sub- 
ject, subscribing to each Thos. Cantuariensis,^ This is a deci- 
sive proof, that the Archbishop was, at that period, a correct 
Episcopalian. 

Before that time, Cranmer seems indeed to have had too high 
a notion of the power of the magistrate j and it appears from the 
above answer, that Leighton also had; and it may be, for any 
thing I know to the contrary, that all the reformers of the Church 
of England had the same tincture. Bnmet says : " In Cran- 
mer's papers, some singular opinions about the nature of eccle- 
siastical offices will be found ; but as they are delivered by him 
with all possible nrodesty, so they are not established as the doc- 
trine of the Church, but laid aside as particular conceits of his 
own ; and it seems, that afterwards he changed his opinion. 
For he subscribed the book that was soon after set out, which is 
directly contrary to those opinions set down in those papers."" 
These are sufficient proofs, that Cranmer and the other reformers 
were far enough from being Presbyterians in principle^ as you 
incautiously assert. 

k Siatory of the Reformation, Vol. 11. p. 128. 
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But as some men. from one cause or other, are very hard to 
be convinced, I will add more evidence with respect to Cranmer. 

Bishop Burnet informs us, that in 1548, Cranmer compiled a 
Catechism, or " large instruction of young persons in the grounds 
of the Christian rel^ion ;" in which, says my author, " he fully 
owns the*divine institution of Bishops and Priests." Cranmer 
also puhlished, at the same time, a sermon on the authority of 
the keys, which is as highly episcopal as any thing can be. vi 
that sermon are the following words. I shall give them accord- 
ing to our modem spelling. " They that were so ordained, were 
indeed, and also were caHed, the ministers of God, as the Apos- 
tles themselves were, as Paul saith unto Timothy. And so the 
ministration of God's word, (which our Lord Jesus Christ 
himself did first institute) was derived from the Apostles unto 
others after them by imposition of hands, and giving the Holy 
Ghost,- from the Apostles down to our days. And this was the 
consecration, orders, and unction of the Apostles, whereby they, 
at the beginning, made Bishops and Priests, and this shall con- 
tinue in the Church, even to the world's end." 

But even these proofs, convincing as they are, do not close the 
evidence upon this point. I appeal to the Ordination Offices, 
which are the public standards of the Church, and which were 
compiled by Cranmer and others in the year 1650.° You, Sir, 
indeed, endeavour to preclude us from that plea, by observing, 
that ^ those who insist on this argument, forget that the Ordina- 
tion Service, as it now stands^ differs considerably from that 
which was drawn up by Cranmer and his associates. If I mis- 
take not, that Service, as it came from the hands of the reformers, 
did not contain a sentence inconsistent with the opinions which I 
have ascribed to them.' Thus you assert, Sir, but give us no proof 
whatever of the correctness of your assertion. Professing as you 
do, to have nothing in view but to lead your * Christian brethrea' 
into truth, you ought certainly to have laid before them the evi- 
dence upon which you ground your assertion. But this you 
have not done in the smallest degree. I also think, Sir, that we 
are entitled to some respect, when you say we are wrong, you 
ought to prove upon solid grounds that we are so. You can 
hardly suppose, that we shall take your assertion for proof; 
especially after the numerous specimens you have given us, tliat 
there is a wide difference between asserting and proving'. 
Were I to assert that you are mistaken upon this point, it wouTd 
prove just as much as your saying that we are. Really, Sir, 
this mode of discussion is far beneath a scholar and a man of 
BvUsc 

But to come to the point. In the year 1549, not long after 
Edward's accession to the throne, an act^ passed theparliament 
for drawing up an Ordinal. The act being short, 1 shall tran- 
scribe from Collier so much as will answer my purpose. After 
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pittipuHSif tb« objecl of the. act to be concord a^d unity. U pro- 
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by'tbeKing^ Highneas, ^tb: t^aaia^ otwHSbtd^^nmn 
and' ieoipioca}, and: th^^.Xomiabtia in thia j^r eaient. ^liain^ht 
mBtimtoApL and by that anjj^ty; of the aame, ^{tt tnic^ ipror and 



manner of mal0nf , and enbeci'atiiig o| ArdtebwhowL Bupiopa, 
FrieiBtiS Deacpna, a«^. othii* tiknistera ^ the C^Wctv^S^ . 
'From tills act it 18 el^ont, that toe formtSion MCffierent 



plAeea lor different 'bvd^ra, was ponlemplstled. It id, tbUMr^feve^ 
veMonatle.'tck aiippetiiey th}B;t*the intention fif theaitrt was fulfMkd, 
and that dilferenl qiffieea •were.aetuitEly framed ^ iSOfftr^ 
4>rdera/ - Thia V», m t^ij ^te eaae. ' - 

9ttt thdae ^ho arer ever looking oat for aoone alight defect, 
.man whicfi (hey may ground- an obj^iqn, have «»d,. tiiat in 
me Ordinal fiet focCh jn^Edward'a'reign^ihe'mardi^ forcpnvei'in]^ 
tiie 3ishQp['B i^arae^r,. ve.nolthe aame aa ki the present' Qt^ 
nid. Thus, in the latter, the Word? arer^^nReeeiye :the. Hoiy 
^iBtosT ibr the office sim work-^of a Biahbp,"*^. < Bnt in the 
fohiier,'the worda Sfve|*e^'^ Take the HffVt Ghost, remember 
.ijnax iSaloM Btir trp,^ 4&0. ftere, say they, the word Bishop waa 
i|ot used, and,4hereibre, ii qonid ilot have been determined to 
whatoffiee^thepevaon 6k whom Imnda were laid, was designed. 

. This, |3ir, is one 6f the weakest and most idle ec^vils I nave 
ef^er peen. It waa first started by thc^Papiists % and the Pmritai^) 
aHfakuj^h ftiikf ^ hiafked Tixpm *^ the head and fronf^ c^ \t^ 
were i|ot aahamed to repeal it QqUier, in answer to i% ohmsrves^^ 
t^ ^ aiihoiigh Xbe wt>t^ Bvslu^ is liot used^ (ftt tHe time of 
imposing hhhda) yet there Is a plain distinction inothcir par^pf 
ihe oifiee.'/ For instance, there is anr^aqpfess deql^ratie^ of two 
Bishops^ that th^ perison . present-' is' io be consieerated to tiieir 
d\m: order, Ther^ are more qne6tidna>piit io him by the A^rch- 
}H|Jhop!, than are metitioned 4n the ofllee ibr ordaining l^riests \ 
some of whi<^ suppose a sup^ior 'authority in Ks chciiailet, 
' abd 4h^t th^ej^etcue^ of diseipkne, and ihe goveniment odT a dio- 
r eese^tirebrsknohes of bid fni^ction. ' It^e Archbishop, &hd two 
x>th^ Bt-fi^opsjUy |heir hitnda opqto 1helie«td' of the elecl^; 
wJiereaa, at the ordination of a- Priest^ this rite^is per^med by 
the c2toce«im with spme Priesta asaisung.^ it is, therefb^j not 
to be- denied wkht any appearance i»f t&^m^i that the first and 
«eeond.Ordini|l arA ^Mreoiaely thd isame air tb intention, distinction 
of office, andcphtey^knee Of authority. : ^ 

V As a fbrUierfiroof that4i new office was con(brre(| by the <fld 
Ordinal, I Woukt/^bwrve,' ih.ihe words of 0r. 'Chandler, that, 
^ jB the otdinntt^ -of f^r^yterS) « distin^n of their office 
Avian that of . Bii^op, iounediaiely IblloWs. ^ey are decii^f ed 
tahav^ and the ^ecii^tiatt impitee thar th^y havei in viHoe of 

M Etbhi. m^ Td: |i 11. 2aa. \ ~ • jSMv/nstr. Voi. l p. ^>. 



S\%i ordinaiionv only, ihe power of abac^ving ^seailenti; mAijf 
ispen^iiig the word and sac^ameats yoM ^t ia sueh' co|!kgve^ 
gatiobs as thev ^houjd ho, appointed ;ta. . There is not l^e least 
^^fittearance djj^lscopal powers^. nor al my aiithonty wbidt JB 
^liit at' ws dl^^^ by.tbe.i^hurch o££iiglaiid (0 ri^sbyterSi 
But in A ordination of Iji^hpps,. themes not ihe least. re^trah^ ; 
the words are left general as tjhey weisa used by CwiAWf -1^ 
ordaining his ApOatles *, ai^ all "tjp^ ordinary, authority, which 
they ^eft originally intended to'lxEi'^sa, ie' conveyed - by them 
.Mrithou|||^ifnini7£iQn. So' that in dne (frae, jihere is^only a limited 
eommission gtven^;. but in the.fther^ a eoiniQlaaioh without any 
resti;iction or limitation^ and,.. eon«ieqnently^ extending td oa 
ecclesiastical oflices, whfcfe, iU feCt^is afed intended.!'^ 

Bishop Burnet aiso argues qerrejJtly -and forcibly -upon thia 
point-*" It lis to be eoii^idered, that eceledastieal 'orders be^ng 
from ^eia|luence and opf^ation.of the -Holy OitoaT, whick 
being one, yet. haih different^ op&raSions to.th© different €0r- 
ministrations^ th^refore,.the concomitant actions, words, and 
eircnm&tanizles must show, fo>r M'Mcit admiilistretion the Hcnly 
Ghost, is prayed fbr, since that .general preyer is inade f^ali ; 
but the functions bejug' dififerent,^ l^e .sa^ie Hc^lv Ghost works 
differently in them all. Therefore, it; is plain from the pracl^e 
<rf our. Saviour, that there is. no need of expressing, in. the .very 
words of ordination, ^luit power is ther^y given/ raice our 
SAyioujR did not express it, Jjutwhat he said-both before and 
aXter, did determine . the sense of those general words to the 
apostolical function. The whole offic^e of consecrating Bishops, 
(for instance);shows very forpially and expressly what pqMreris 
given in those fgieneraT) words. So that a Priest l^ing pi^ 
sentcid to be niaoe A-Bishop, the King's mandate' beiiig read, ibr 
that efiect, . he* swearing, canonical r.pbedience as Bishop ' elect $ 
prayers being puVijp^ for him as. :such^ together wUh other .cir- 
cumstances whieh^ naake k. plaiQ what- they are about:;, ^ie 
general words exe^ by thej^e qu^lx^^ and reatraiiied tp i^^ 
seiwe.^ .._'.■*•_•,. ■ •.. .s : 

. 'What can be the reason, Sir, when yon revived this idle cavn,* 
ihat you. didLnpt. extend it to the ordination of Prieafs. likewise 7 
You must oertai'nly knoiv, tjiat ih' the old. ordinal,- Sie word 
Pri^:yf9iS jadt used at the Jlim.eof-unposmg hands ; and, there- 
for^, if the phjeetion has . any iorcer in^jfhe one case, it has equal 
force iix the others and then there was no disrtinctTot^ made by 
the old. ordinal^ between^tl^ pfiice of a Presbyter,- airf that of a 
Deacon. Thus would, th^ wheie ministry of: the Chureh of 
.Englaiid be .demolished' at a stroke;- and, let me^add, the I^::es- 
byterian ministry '^b; ^.it was deriyedin Great Britam 'prini' . 
Cipally, if not altogetjaqr^fron^ the Bishops of 4hat€;hnrch. This, 
i suppose, Sir, yoQ thxHight, Would be caprying the niattertoo f^x* 
Indeed, Sir, |t lis too gross, a |efle<^tipnr -upon the £ingli^ 

q Appeal further defended, p. ^2, 4S*' 
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r^ftvBieirv^^ w^ mcknowledfcd by all thff woiW to have been 
grtat and good men, to tiuppose ttmt tkey would compose diffe-^ 
rent oJSces/for the ordmation of Bishbps and Piieists, if tlu^ 
believed them Ur hold the same office/ Is it pqasible, that mWv - 
who had any conscience, would- perlbrrti' the solemn farce of 
rei&Testmg the; Bishop elect with the same powers which he 
reeeived ^en iie was ordained a Priest f Can any one who 
knows the characters of those diviiies, suppose that they would 
be so profligate ais to invoke the Acmiohty for his blessing 
upo;i themin"'t;onmimdcaiirig those powers, yirhich they had no 
intention of -communicating, as the person was supposed to be 
intest^ with them already 7 Sir, • this cavil carries folly upon 
the fiicte of it, an d* must ever be considered by every man' who 
has any pretentions to impartiality, to be as weak as it is ua^ 
generous. • " .' * 

As^ a further proof that the reformei^ maintaitied a distinction y 

c^offiees in the Church, they expressly said, in their preface ^^ ' 

the old Ordinal,— A^ 

" It is evident unto all men diligently reading holy ScriptH^ 
and ancient authors, that from the Apostles' time there ha^ 
been these orders of ministers in Christ's Church, .Bishops,," v v 
Priests, and Deacons." " . .«* .. 

Still farthet ? The prayers in the old Ordinal expressly men- ' • * 
tioned the appointment of divers orders by the Holy Ghost.* 
Thus, at the ordination of a Bishop, the prayer was just' the 
same as it w now. — " Althighty Gob, giver of all good things, 
wfeo^ 1^ thy Holy Spirit, hast appointed divers orders of 
Ministears in thy Church — mercifully J)eheld this thy servant 
noWcaHed to the work and ministry of la Bishop,'' &c. The 
«ame declaration, that the Holy- SpxRir appointed divers orders 
in the Churfch, was -likewise in the -prayers used at the ordina** 
tion of a Priest, and of a Deacon. 

Now k is a consequence obvious to common sense,' that when 
a c&'im/mrittet was appointed for the express purpose of composing 
distinct offices fbr the ordination of Bishops, Priests, and Dea- 
cons — 'Wh^n three distinct offices were actually composed — when 
in the preface to these offices, three distinct <>rders were particu- 
larly enumerated j and whenin the prayers df eiich office, it is 
expressly decdaredf that divers orders were appointed by the 
HdtY <5rHosT ; andj lastly, when in the service lor consecrating 
a Bishop, it is explicitly said, that the elecHs to be admitted into- 
the office of a Bishop^when, I say, tliese things are considered, 
it id obvious, to common sense, that the ^efbrmers Mlevedlhat ' 
Biia^o]9S were superior to Presbyters by apostolic institution, or 
else they were the most odicnis hypocrites that ever dlsgi:aeed. 
the Cfaristiati Church. ; J do not see, Sir, how it iS possible for. 
you to avmd adopting on^ part or other of this alternative. . .^ 

It 18 reeily a curiosity in the region of coatrDveifsy, that jfoff^ 

f See BftiTT on Epke^pasnn pw. VS!^ apd B.Vi^B.T^ iKv^., i^JI^.'Td: U. *^. 144: 
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Sir, and Dr-Chnuney, in this country^ and Mr. Neal, andoteis, 
in Enffland, shouid.baTe recourse to 00 pitiAil a cavil, a& to inler 
from the word^ Bishop not bavingb^n used at the io^KMitioii of 
hands, that, therefore, there was no intention of conveying .any - 
autliority beyond what the Bishop elect was invested with, 
when he was ordained a Ih'iest ^ when the objeetion of tl^ whcde 
body of Puritans to these offices was, that they do make the 
office of a Bishop superior to that of a Priesi. In their Short 
Table of sundry Exceptions^ &c. p. -99, they.plagelt pnder the 
article of c2^c*^s ijt the public service, that "the Priest receiveth 
in his. ordination no authority to govern the 'flock, and exercise 
the discipline of Christ, hut only to preach and aSdmiaister the 
sacraments ;". whereas, in the office for consecrating a Biriiopy^ 
that power is expressly conferred — ^^ Be to the flock of Christ 
a shepherd, not a wolf— be so merciful, that ye be not:too remiss ; 
so minister discipline, that ye forget not mercy." Under the 
l^ead ofuntrttths^ they rank (he preface tQ the Ordinal, in 'Which . 
three orders ai'e expressly mentioned ; and, to orawn all^ 
r rank under the head of Popish errors^ that " Deacons, 
ists. Bishops, and Archbishops, .are made several orders and- 
sgrees of ministry,"* [By the way, Archbishops were never 
^considered a distinct order ; nor were they ever ordained io that 
office ; and that the Puritans mijpt have known very well.] 

I tnink, Sir, J may now, with great prppriety, address you in 
the words used by Bishop Madox, in reply to Mr. Neal, upon the; 
same point. "Nothing, sure, but .the impossibility of support- 
ing your scheme, and proving the parity of Presbyters and 
Bishops any ot,her way^ could have put you upon this meUiod 
of attempting it.- You, indeed, have undertaken a diffi^cult task,, 
and must, therefore^ have great allowances in the execution of. 
it. The sense and prat;tice of the- whole Christian Church for 
fifteen hundred years, in a form of church government, ^ early y 
so universally y soconatantly received, were great obstacles. No 
iilstances of Presbyters executing the distinguishing offiees-pf a 
Bishop ', no example of any man's being a Bishop one day, and 
reduced to a mere Presbyter the neitt, as must have been the 
case^ hud a Bishop, as is sometimes alleged, been no niore than 
a Chairman, a Moderator, or temporary President of a presby-* 
tery ; no'instarices of many Bishops for places where there were 
many Priests: on the contrary, we alway^s lifid one particulait 
person mentioned as the Bishop, and sple Bishop of one particu- 
lar city, even where the:i^ were ftiaiiy Rresbyters. This being 
the jcase^ other methods were %o be tried, and the. Very form o^ 
consecrating a Bishop, who had before been ordained « Priest^ 
he employed to prove there was, in the oinni<Ht 6f the compilers^ 
oHhat /orm, no^uck order aff Bishops iBtheChurch-^s^ were 
Presbyters, and ixHhing mc»^, not tuily the order, but? tl^e iexf 
office the «.ame." . ., , 



a See.MA»OV ngtiSum Vmax^ 



M^^^fci 



"WfH you, SiV, t<ik« Bishop Bttrfief »^ecotint of theopMong of 
the reformers upon thia point ? " Itf .the ancient Church," sajrs 
he,- "^ey ktfeW notte of thoste *ubtilties which were found oiit 
in the latter ages. It was then thought enough, th^at a Bishop 
w«6 to be dedicated to his frfn<;tion by a new imposition of 
hands, and that several offices could not be performed without 
i3feh6p»; such as drdination, confirmation, &c.* But they did 
not refine in "these matters so much as' to inqutr^j whether 
Bishops and Priests differed in order md office, or only in de- 
ffre&. But 'after "the ScJtoolmen fell to examine matters of 
divinity with logical and unintelligible niceties, and ^e' Canonists 
began to comment upon the rules of the ancient Church, they 
studied to make Bishops and Priests seem very near one aAother, 
so that the diflference was but small. They did it with dilRirent 
designs. The Schoolmen having set up the grand mystery of 
trdftsubstantiatiofi, were to exalt the priestly oflice as much as 
\^as possible y for th6 turning the host into God, was so great 
an action, that they reckoned, there could be no oAce higher^ 
than that which qualified a man to so mighty -a performance.—* 
But Bs tkey designed to extol the order bf Priesthood, so the 
CkinonUts had as gr^at mind to depress the episcopal order. 
They generally wrote for preferment; and th,e way to it was to 
exalt the papacy. Nothing could do that so effectually tis to 
bring down the' power of Bishops." After several other obser- 
vations, Burnet says, " T/icse are the very dregs of popery j!*^^ 
nxA -theii concludes With these strong words: " So partial are 
som0 men to their particular Conceits j that they mak^use of the 
most mischievous topics wheri'they can serve their turn, not 
considering how much farther theise arguments will ruh,' if they 
erver admit them."" ^ • - 

It now. Sir, appear^ beyond all reasonable contradiction, that 
the compilers of the old Ordinal acknowledged three. distinct 
orders iii the Church, as the preface to the Ordinal evinces— 
that they declared ther6 were^ by divine appointment, divers 
orders of ministers — that they -composed a distinct office for tlie 
ordination of each order — that there could be ho dispute to 
which Of these orders the person, ordained was admitted, nor 
what were the peculiar duties of his officcr-and that all this was 
approved of, afid consented to by the Bishops and clergy, and' 
established by tlie King and Pariiament. Still it must be admit- 
ted, that adding- the words-^* for the. office and work <if a 
Bishop" in the one office, and "/or the office and work of a 
Priest" in th? other, completely ipnoved the objection which 
the Puritans and Papists made W these offices ; and entirely 
freed Ihos^ candid mumver a after truth fronr that unhappy 
necessity, i^hieh tfiey thought themsdves under, of ^obscuring 
what was sufficiently^ clear to unprejudiced tninds. 

But notwithstanding all this clear and decisive evidence, we 
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kave. Hot yet come to the does of thi9 part of the disciMrb^n. 
Aa a further lU'gument in proof of your point, you obserye, tb^ 
''when these great reformers went further {ban to compile 'tem- 
porary and fugitive manuals ;• when they undertook to fr^me 
Uie fandamen&l and permanent Articles of their Church we 
find them carefully guarding against any exclusiYe claim in 
behalf of diocesan episcopacy. If they had deemed, an order of 
Bishops superior to Presbyters, indispensably necessary to the 
regular organization of. the Church, and the Tatidity of Chrish. 
tian ordinances, can we suppose that men who showed them- 
aelves go faithful and zealous in the cause of Christ,, would 
have been wholly' silent on the subject ? And above all, if they 
entertained such an. opinion, wo^d they have forborne to 
express it in that article in which they undertook formally ta 
state. the doctrine of their Chur>ch with respect- to the Christian 
ministry V That Article (the 23d) is coudied in t)ie follo.wing 
terms : ^' It is liot lawful for any mau to take.upcm him the office 
of public, preaching or ministering the sacraments Iq the con^ 
gregation, before he be lawfully /called apd sent to execute ^e 
salaxe. And those 'We ought to judge lawfully called and sent,. 
which be chosen and called to this work by men, who have 
public authority give^ unto .them in the eon^eg^tion, to call 
aiid 8iend ministers into thcr Loed^s vineyard." You say that, 
•' there is not asylhtble said of diocesan Bishopaf, or of the.necea- 
»ity of episcopal ordination; on the contrary-, there- is, moat 
eridenUy displayed a studious car& to employ fiuch language 
as would embrace the other reformed Churches, and recognizja 
As valid their ministry and ordinances.'^ 

To this I answer, 1st. The question between us is, not, whether 
the reformers of the Church of England believed tbat P^esby^ 
terian ordination is valid, where no other can berhad, but whether 
episcopacy is of apostolical and 4i vine institution?. That ihejr 
believed it is, has been proved beyond all reasonable contradic-r. 
tion ; £md that the twenty-third Article does not contradict that, 
opioion, is perfectly clear. • ... 

2d. It wasnot thebusiness of the reformers to say in the above 
Article, that the divine institution of episcopacy tieceasarily pre^ 
eludes Arom the character of Chiirches, those which have not tha^ 
order of Bishops. They said enough when they declared, that 
" it is evident from holy Scripture,, and ancient authors^ that from 
the Apostles' times, there have been these orders of ministers iii 
the Church — Bishops, Priests^ and Deaconis;" and when they 
said, that " no. man shall be ao^unted or i^ken to be a. lawful 
Bishop^ Priest, or 'Deacon, in pfe Church of England, or suffero^ 
to execute any of the said functions,, except he be called, tried„ 
examined, and admitted thereunto, according to the forhi hercn 
alter fdiowing, or hath had, formerly episcopal consecration op 
ordinatioa.^' - ' ^ ■' , - 
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8d. It is clear, beyond alleoBtrovenry, from the aboredeetem- 

tiooa, that thip leformers maintauied the apostolieal iostitation 
of episcopacy; and^ therefore, when they, ^ay, in. the 28d 
Article, that '' it is not lawful for any man to take, upon liim^the 
office of public preaching, or ministering the sacraments in the 
congregation, before he ^ lawfully called and sent to execute the 
same ;" the words '^ before he be lawfully called and sent,'' must 
necessarily be interpreted by the words in the preface to the 
ordinal, viz; "No man>Miali be accounted or taken for a lawful 
Bishop, Priest, or Deacon, except he be called according to the 
form herealjter following,^ or hath ]iad formerly episcopal conse- 
cration or oldinatipn." Here it is evident, that the reformers 
consider none as lawful Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, without 
episcopal ordination; at the. same time, they say nothing about 
Prei^yterian ordination, Reaving it tp shift for itself upon the 
plea of necessity,. or any other plea its advocates may advance in 
its jfayour. I^his,. considering the. danger to which the whole 
reformation was exposed, was a mark of prudence; but I think> 
noin^artial and oandid man can consider it as affording the 
smallest proof,- that the reformers did. not consider episcopacy as 
of divine institution, and presbyterian ordination as irregular, and. 
totally des^tute of apostolic sanction. . 

I know ivhas been said, although yoti do not say it, th^t by the 
word "lawful,?' is meant, accordioff to the law of the land. But 
I do not see how that can be ; for the King and Parliament, who 
alone have authority to make laws, did.not draw up the Offices 
and Articles of religion, but the Bishops and clergy assembled in 
eoQvocation, who have ever been esteemed the proper expositors 
of the law of Gon. When the clergy, therefore, declare any 
thin? to be lawful or unlawfid, they must necessarily be under* 
stood, according to the km of Gon. For the judges, not the 
der^y'j are the propel* expositors of the law of the land. This 
evasion; therefore, is totally inadmissible. 

Lastly r It might as weH be argued by the advocates for lay 
ordination, from there being no mention of Presbyters in tlie 
23d Article, that the -Ohurch of England does not require so 
]i|uch as Presbyters to lay on their hands in ordination, as that 
she does not require Bisliops to lay on their hands^ because 
n|E>thinjB[ is said in that article about diocesan Bishops. The argu^- 
ment, in respect to the former, is Just as Qoncluslveasin respeet 
to the latter. But this proves too much r and, therefore, by a 
rule of logic^ proves nothing. 

. (shall close this head, and thk. letter, with noticing your quo* 
tation from Bishop Bumet. In quotation amounts to this, that 
the reformers did not magisterially pronounce a sentence of 
invalidity yjVDoa the orders of the reformed Churches upon -the 
opntinenti That is^ very true. It was not their business to do so 
ii^ dtrjBct and pointed terms* But let an^ man consideT ^e genuine 
conseqlience of the declaration ojf the reformers. They say ^re~ 
we|!p AroQ pcdevs instituted by the ApQe(So»'^>3i8ho]^ Fri«rt%. 



and DflacoM : tfaal to Bulhopd beloirg» the right of ordaining : 
and tliat none shall be considered lawftii Bishops, t^riests^ and 
Deacons, sinless they ha;ve been episeopally consecrated^ or 
ordftinea. Let any one, I say, consider the gennioe conseqnenoe- 
of these declarations, and- then if he can se^ any thing in the 
article of a comprehensive nature, I shall not be so hostSe to his 
repose^ as to attempt to deprive him of the comfbrt he can derive 
from it 

When, Sir, you quoted Burnet, why did you not give us the* 
last words of the passage which yoii adduced? Those wqi^b 
are; " Necessity has no law, arid is a law to itself." From this 
it is evident, that he predicates all tliat he says upon necess^. 
Read the whole that he says Upon the Article, and you WiU see 
that all his observations rest upon that ground. 

To conclude: It is very evident from what has appe^ed ii\ 
this letter, that Buraet fully believed the Bpostolical and divloe 
institution of episcopacy; yet, he had some now pr other a way 
of satisfying himself, that the want of episcopal orders renders a 
sOhurch only ir^reguliir and unsound ; but dbes not invalidate 
her ministry. ' Upon this point, unanimity among ESpiscopaiians 
cannot reasonably be expected. 

I shall now conclude with the testimony of the leaded histo- 
rian, Mosheim; Of the Church of England, hfe says^ "It con- 
stantly insisted on the divine origin of its government and dis^ 
cipline.'*'^ . 



LETTER XV. 

Rbv. Sir : 

I sHAU. continue the consideration of your train of argh- 
nients in support of ^our assertion, that the reformers of the 
Church of England were, Presbyterian in principle. " ' . 

I tbinltthat I have already Said, quite sufficient to shoWfthat 
you are very far from being correct in this assertion. Biit aj{ 
you endeavour to support it by other arguments, it is expedteUt, 
if not necessary, for me tocanvass every thing material that you 
have said. ^ 

You observe, that 'an act of Parliament was" passed in the 
thirteenth year of the reign of Queen ElhEabeth, to. reform Certain 
disorders txfticbing' miniatere ^ the Church^ and that 'this 
act was framed with an express view to iJtdmitting int6 the Chnrdi 
of England^ those who had received Presbyterian ordination^ in the 
foieign reformed Churches, oiif their subscribing the articles of * 
fiikb^'* That there wasan actpassed in the thirteej^th of Elieabe^, 
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ta r^ibrq^ certain diflordevfl, ^se. is true ; but that it Was witl| ^ an 
express yi^w of admittiog .into the Church, those who had 
received Presbyterian ordi^ation,^ does not at all appear frem 
the aet. You oc^ht, Sir, to %ave j[iven your readers -that part 
of the a.ct which relates to the present subject. It runs thus : 
Be It enacted, ^-^ that every person, under the degree of a Bishop^ 
which dotii^ or shall pretend to be a Priest, or Minister of Oo^'s 
holy word and sacraments, byreasoa of any other form of institu- 
tion, consecration, or ordering, -th^.n the form set forth by Par- 
liament, in the time of the lat& King, or now used in the reign 
of our most gracious Sovereign liddy, before the feast of the 
natvoiiy of Christ nextfollotDing^j&YtdM^ in the presence of the 
.Bishop, declare his assent, and subscribe to all the articles of 
religion^— and dhall bring from such Bishop, in writing under 
his sealauthentip, a testimonial of such assent and subscription 
— upon pain that every such person, which shall not, before ihJR 
fcddfeoMydo as is appointed^ shall bey {ipso fucto) deprived."** 

From this act it is evident, that t&e case of -the foreign Pres- 
byterian Churches, and the validity of ordination by Presbyters, 
wene not at all contemplated. There is not a syllable said about 
either. It speaks indeed of those who pretended to be Priests 
by an ordinal diffexent from that of King Edward's.; but by* 
that was principally, if not exclusively meant, such as' were 
, ordained by the J^opish ordinal. But what a' valid ordination is, 
the act does not say. We must have recourse for that to the 
Rfefeceof the Ordinal, which expressly makes episcopal ordina-^ 
tipn the only lawful mode. . The act does not say, that alt who 
were ordained by Presbyters, or in any otber H|anner,, should, 
upon subscription^ be allowed to hold livings in. the Church. 
That would have been a direct contradiction of the act passed in 
the reign of Edward ; and therefore, .such an extension should 
not be given to it. 

Let it further be considered, that it was the avowed doctrine 
of the Church throughout the whole reign, of Elizabeth, that 
episcopal ordination was of divine appointment, and then it 
will be evident, that the act ■ in question could not have been 
designed to indulge, under the specified condition, those who 
had received no other orders but Presbyterian. 

To confirm your opix^ion, that, this act wasi intendedLto cem^- 
prehend those whd had received no other orders but Presby- 
terian, you observe, ** that Dr. Strype, an eminent Episcopalian, 
informs us, that this act was . framed < with an exprete view to, 
admitting into the Church, of England, those- who bad received 
Presbyterian ordination in the foreign reformed Churches, .<» 
their- subscribiog the Articles of Fa^th, . . . . ^^ 

^Yott Quglit, Sir, in order to j^ve your readers a correct view- 
of what Strype -says, to have given us ; his own words; They 
are as follows { "Itooncemj^ all such persons as pretended. 

6 QiSSOK's Codesr p. 890, and Sr A9B0W'« CW{««^ii, p^ 1 18, \ ^ 
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to be PrieBtt »id MiniMirs of Oop'a word fOid iaenunefita iHider ^ 
the degree of a Bishop, Ixy reason of any other forjn^f insthu- 
\ tion, coQeecration, or ordertoff, than the form «et forth ip tiie - 

late King Edward's time, and now 'need in the reign of the** 
Queen.' Meaning, undoubtedly, to comprehend' Papists, alad -^ 
likewise such as received their oidination in^oiTie of the foreign 
reformed Chuxches, when they were^ in > exile undei' Queeil ' 
Mary,"" From this it is evident, that Strype did not mean to*- 
comprehend aU the reformed X^hurches. tie expressly says 
some of tiiem ; most probably the -Churches of Sweden, I)eti- 
mark, and Bohemia. By the Church in Bohemia is meant- 
the reformed Chim^h ii^ tnat kingdom, which was deemed 
episcopid. 

Notwithstanding theee, in my judgment, decieiye obsenrations, 
with which I can hardly suppose you are unacqukint^d, (for they 
are not new)' you proceed thus^ ^The conduct of the Eitglista. 
reformers corresponded with thetp laws and public standards. 
Theyinvitod several eminent divined from the foreign -relbrmed 
Cfaurclies, tvbo had received no other than Presbyterian otdiner- . 
tion, to come over to England^ and, on their arrival, iu conise-* 
quence of this formal invitation, actually bestowed upon &em ^ 
important benefices in the Church, and in the umversities.' Pray, ^ 
Sir, from whom did you receive this information t What can 
bethe Jeason that you will not, give us your authority for what 
yoti advance as facts 1 I have never, in the whole course of my^ 
reading, met with any controversial writings, in this respect, 
like yoursr You heap quotation upon quotation, without condie- 
scendingto give us the chapter,^ the page, or even the volume > 
and you have repeatedly advanced things ae matters of facts- 
without exhibitiYig the testimony by which the facte are" sup- 
ported. Thus, in the instAuce under cansideration, you asssert^ 
that several foreign divines, who had only Presbyterian ordinit-- 
ti(m, were allowed to hold bene^ces in England. Who were 
those foreign .divines? You have not told us. I wiU supply - 
the omission. They were, P.. Martyr, M. Bucer, and P. Fagius. 
The two last were never admitted to any ecclesiastic^ benefice^ 
They were 'admitted to .nothing but academical preibrments.^ 
The first, indeed, had an ecclesiastical preferment ; but ho Was 
previously Ordained^ by a Bishop.*^ Thus/these tui^n out like 
most of your other fttcts. . - ^ 

Yoii still proceed : ^ Besides v inviting th^se distinguished * 
divines into England, . Archbishop Cranmer snd G^indal, and 
theit associates^ corresponded with Calvin, solioilted hfet opinioa ' 
respecting, many points in ^the* reformation of thfe Chm^h, tax^ • 
not only acknowledged him^in the most eilpliolt^mannerj io'^ - 
a regular nainister of CiiftisT, and the Church of Qeneva tobe 
a sister Gbmrcfa, but fttao adcbrewed- bim in ternis of tiie' vxix^i^ 
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- Still n<3^. <pKooC«- You, Sir, haye said it, and that i» enoogli. 
jBut let it.bffi^, that iJie EQ|rii]sh r^formera held, Ctivin in revid- 
reace ; what doea 4hi^ prove i Poes it prove Chat they acktiov- 
-ledged the validity of ordinatioa by Presbyters ? You certainly 
"wm. not dr^w that iaference ^rom it. The trvth is, that tkey 
-respected Calvin^for his talents, teaming, and zeal ; whil€|, at the 
saine time^ ^ey cQnsured his arrogant, t^^rannical spiHt. No 
OBe can deny tiiat in^ the exerciiseol his ministerial: authority, 
the Roman Pontiff himself was scarc^y his equal ibr tjnranhjr 
and arrQ@etace< Of this I^could give abundant proof, Were tt 
neeeesKry. Biiit th^- fact is too ootorioud to need it The Re- 
formera'ki^w this vety well 5 and therefdre, when he offered his 
^^rviees,H they civilly^ rejected the offer. This displeased him to 
such a d^ree, that although he tiad before spoken handsome 
.things of .the Chttreh of England, yet, froni that time, hie began 
to say harsh thing? of her; still his talents and learning coin- 
xuanded respect, and he became the oracle of one^ part of the 
reform Aio9* The respect, then, which tii^ English divines paid 
to Calvki, was the -result of that ptmoipld of 'ItumJan ifaturd, 
which irr^istihly impels us to admit talents and learning. This, 
J believe,' is ^the whtde of ,the mattey. > ^ 

But you, S\f, will have it, that the Iteibrmets * admitted the 
validity of his. orders, and acknowledged the Ciiurch .of Geneva 
to be a true>Chureh. Allowing that to be the' case, it Waa iTpon 
» xi» other gro»nd than that of 'necessity.^ wiiitih is-the very ground 
upon 'Which CaiVin.hims^, at .first, placed it But^ Sir, f doubt 
very much whether the Reformers ever considered Caltin in 
the light Of a- minister.} for it is very unceftatni^whetlier he 
receii^. even Presbyterian Ordination | any 6th et he certainly 
.314, not. J>r. Learning, in' his controversy with -Mr. Welles, 
positivdy assert^ that. Beza and I%piriU9' Massinius deelare that 
he jievet was tirdained. Reeves too, in the pfreface to his Apoto- 
^lei, bears- the-same testimony. Bessa miist have been perfectly 
' acquainted with the matt^ ; for he was Calvin's intimate friend. 
Npr had -Calvin ) before he 'left France, episCofpai orders, if we 
may believe Du Pin, It is wfelL known that he was originally 
intended fair the Church, having received an appointment in the 
Cathedral pf-Npypn^ beferc he was twelw jrears of age. Be 
afterwards, held, the cure of 'Manteville, which he exchang^ed for 
, that , of Pont PEveque 5 biit this happened In ,1529', when he 
' was under-age. Atod-DuPin positively days, thdt ^^ he possessed 
tlieae bene&^'Without bein^ in ecdesiclstical orders.; '? and it is 
eartatn that about this^tirae he^ve tip his preferments in the 
Church, and applied himself to the study of the law • 'so that it is 
not.at aUpr^able, that arftetqcrHtingah^ChtH-ch for the]aw,iio 
was afterwards episeopally^ordaitted. Indeed, it is*- plain, not 
mkf from Bu Pina'^ testimony that he w&e xiot, but * from this 
^remiMtaiice^alsa; — ^that before he wait twenty^^iree years <^ 
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age, he embraced the new doctiioet as tliesr were thra eidle^ ; 
and he cehainly after that, neUher .«o«2e^ nor cmM have.beeii 
ordained in .the Ohuieh of Kotn^ And, after tl]^ perk^dt, it 
deed oot appear -from anj doettmenf wlmlev^, that « h^ ,ever 
received any thing like an ordination. It Is Aen pretty elear^ 
thatp^Tin had no other pretebaieoe to the miniietterial eharaof^,. 
thaii tirhat was founded on thedectioh of htm by the magi^ 
trates ami people «f Genora, t» be their preacher aMjHrofiBffior 
of (fivfmty. . And yet, no doubt, Ais la;y .imifessov of dimity 
ofdeioed numbers^ im4 ^iis, n spurious brood of isrhusteAp, 
eren upon Presbyterian ptinciplto, was intr^>diioed iiitoihat 
Church; and, consequentijr, t^re can be ho pit^abOity of fi 
dear, tinintfminted succession <A minBrt^s froni thai -sootce^ ' 
, Now, Sir, if these things be so, it is not ^ afl ^pM)able^ tiiat 
the remmers of the Chur6h of England womld haye^cptieidfl^ 
acknowIedi^Calvin's xnlpiBterial cbaracteir^ ^ Yoa .mts^ p^ 
duce positi^ proof for that ; and further, if you db^^bld^ yon 
mui^ show, that what they said was n^t grouBded ufk)ii the 
^CjOnsideration of his ordinaUonbeinga.ease of. necessity ^^ but 
thatil.vto'the opinion^ the refoipfiaers. that 0ydinatioB% Pres- 
byter's, ^pion all pFdinory-occasions, is lawifoL i«m sarry^Sir, 
to give you all this trouble ^^ but as you have .brdught-jPai>ii|L 

2K>n the boai^, it 'is necessary thi^ you <ahouid helg him eut of 
s difficulties, ai^ well a»yoH e^v '. 

• You proceed to ^e us another eaee^ whioh shows^ iii yoiiir 
judgiBent, in. whal }fgh< th^refbhnerp o|i<heC^tir<^ df England 
viewed Pre^yteriau Ordination, The inse^is^thiit i^ John Mcnrr • 
-risoh, a Presbytetiau miiustei^ who wes'-HeensiBd by^Ai'dabishop 
Grinds tb.preaoh, '^c. in the province of danteifeury." .Well, 
8ir, this being the. iact, what is the inferenee ? Pieeisely this-^ 
that Grindal pififv^H otdiniilion by-Presbytera vahd; but Vioi 
that his opinion ^oc^it .80. Now, if thfj^ be the 6hly logioal^ 
inference;, we need ndt give ou^i^veannxch trpiible aboni it- - 1 
liave> however^ souM ccflsideratiOns i^ to w)iichlr^<^|8t 
your attentiQQ. v • \ ;* *. - '.^ v ' • ' 

. l./Whateve^ may become of^i's case^ (t is a ci^rSbua cir^m- 
stance^ jthat you shDu)d urge it asapi^oof of the. principlea of the 
reformers. . .Grindal vi»& not one<if ttiem ; he was m^ Axchbi^top 
of^l^anterbury t^thereign of Elizabeth ^-flOi^ the eve you hecre . 
adduced, did not take {]^e iill near thirty years vSixx the reibi'm^ 
tion^ Hcmr '^ it possd^ Sir, that you could; have- run into sudb 
an er^or^ .Nt>r. would it follow, If he Aiu2 boen one of thie . 
refekrmers, aiid Arehbi^bp of Canterimry at that time, aM^had 
done ^ust as he .did i&respiect.of Morrison, that the other rel^rmera 
wete of his opimoDt. ^ l^at is no consequence; .The result 
Mmplyi8,tlMit (SWn^Uhought Pfeiifbytetian cMers valid. But 
what haa that to do with^'the^nticipies of the relbrmito Just 
8sm«ichaswMHtheprineiplea<^fCoiifi»iiis» ' ,. .^ • 
. %. Xet uk .cottstd^r what sei>t ^ a .mai^ Giin^al was; He.ie * 
said IP havie be<^ xeoHss J9 &ie dieqipluir$ insomndr* that ite* 
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government took notice of it. Collier* has recorded a letter from 
the Privy Council to him, in which they complain of his cori< 
duct, ana enjoin for the future a stricter discipline, and a more 
punctual execution of the ecclesiastical laws upon all the violators 
of them. But what places in a striking point of light the turn of 
his mind, is the encouragement he gave to what i^s theft called 
prophesying. This was a sort of preaching, much in vogue 
among the more enthusiastic part of the clergy. The result was 
much confusion, shameful irregularity, and great injury to the 
Church. " The exercise of prophesying^" says CoUier,*" " was 
attended with several inconveniences. It gave opportunity to 
the spreading of erroneous doctrine. For that purpose, those 
who were suspended, or deprived for nonconformity, ventured 
to appear at these meetings. And here they took the liberty to 
declare against the government and liturgy of the Church. And 
sometimes their satire was played upon the state. Sometimes 
they glanced upon persons, and ran out intp particular invec- 
tives. And sometimes, the laity undertook the argument, and 
held forth. In short, the exercises at last were remarkable for 
squabbling, and unnecessary disputes, and failed in the requisites 
of charity and discretion." 

Now, who would suppose that Archbishop Grindal was a 
friend to these meetings'? Yet such was the tase. It must,' 
however, be acknowledged, that^ he did not countenance the 
irregularities, but drew up a set of rules to check them. But the 
tendency of them was bad, and no rules could answer any good 
purpose. The government, therefore, ordered the suppression 
of them. A particular mandate to that purpose was sent to the 
Archbishop, but he refused to comply with it. For his disobe- 
dience, he was suspended from the exercise of his office for six 
months. After the lapse of that period, th^ government offered 
to restore him upon a proper submission. He made a submis- 
sion, but it was not deemed satisfactory. The suspension was, 
therefore, continued. How long he remained in this state^ I can- 
not learn ; but at length, meeting the wishes of government, he 
was restored to the exercise of his episcopal function. 

According to Collier,* it was before the Archbishop's jurisdicr 
tion was restored, that his Vicar-General, Dr. Aubrey, granted 
a preaching license to John Morrison; and if it were, Grindal 
did by his Vicar what he had no right to do ; that is, he exercised 
his function while under suspension. 

From this statement, which I believe is correct, it appears that 
the Archbishop was somewhat fanatically inclined ; that he was, 
in some degree, lax in his discipline ; and that he does not appear 
to have had those views of the Christian Church that the refor- 
mers had, when they compiled the ordination offices. 

But what shows in a still clearer point of light the irregularity 

• Bcclea. Mat. Vol. 11. p. 671. f Vol. II. p. 513. 

g Beelee. Bitt. VoL 11. p. 679. 
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t>f Grindal's conduct, is,4hat by the act under consideration, he 
Mreni directly counter to the principles of the Church over which 
he presided J for, in the preface to the ordinal, it is expressly 
said, as has been already noticed, that there are three orders of 
apostolic institution — Bishops, Priests, and Deacons ; and that 
none shall Tdg esteemed lawful ministe.s who have not been epis- 
copally ordfiined, or consecrated. What now shall we think of 
a man who could thus fly in the face of his own Church, delibe- 
rately violate what he had solemnly engaged to maintain, and 
obstinately persist in disobedience to the government, when, 
upon a full conviction of the mischievous consequences of pro- 
phesyinff, it had ordered him to suppress such meetings f It 
will be of no consequence to say, that he was a conscientious, 
good man, and that whatever he did, was done upon principle. 
That is nothing at all to the purpose. A man's conviction of the 
rectitude of his intention, was never considered by any man in 
his senses as a test of truth. For any thing that appears to the 
contrary, Guy Faux, when he was about to blow up King, 
Lords, and Commons, was conscientiously devoted to that dia^ 
bolical work ; and our Saviour himself tells his Apostles, thai 
they would be persecuted to death, by those who would think 
that they were doing God service by shedding their blood. The 
. utmost, then, that can be said for Grindal is, that his acting from 
conscience might palliate his erroneous conduct, but it can never 
justify it. 

There is, I think, no doubt that the Archbishop was a well- 
meaning man. In this respect, I do not mean to lessen his cha- 
racter in the smallest degree. But " all is not wise that wise men 
say, nor good that good men do," He was generally charged 
with remissness, with a fondness for the Calvinistic scheme, and 
with over-indulging delinquents. But, in my opinion, the great- 
est blot upon his character is, his violation of the principles and 
the laws of the Church over which he presided. With this 
declaration before him, that none are lawful Bishops, Priests, 
and Deacons, without episcopal ordination, he certainly strainea 
his prerogative, and the license which was granted, was, in law, 
good for nothing. The words of the license seem to me to imply 
a consciousness in him, that the business was not legal. The 
words I mean are, "As far as lies in us, and we can lawfully do 
it, and as far as the laws of the kingdom suffer us." But if this 
be the usual form, even in cases which admit of no doubt, then 
I acknowledge this observation has not the least force. 

There is^ another observation that I would make before I quit 
this point. It is not clear ?iow Morrison was ordained. There 
was reformation upon reformation in the Church of Scotland. 
The procedure in that country was very different from that of 
England. In the latter, the Bishops and clergy conducted the 
reformation calmly an^^ deliberately ; examining Scripture, and 
the primitive writers, with the utmost care and attention. In 
the former, the Bishops and Clergy generally did not reform, 
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aftd the reformation, in conseqnoice, was conducted, chiefly, by 
the laity. No one could be at a lo«ss to determine what sort of 
reformation it would turn out. Riot, confusion, abuse of the 
Catholics, demolition of venerable edifices that had been erected 
for ages, destruction of private property, arid' every species of 
violence were the consequences. But what particularly respects 
* my purpose, the regimen of the primitive Church was not 
strictly regarded. There was, however, such a sense of the 
antiquity and propriety of episcopal government, that some- 
thing like it was established. Had the Bishops reformed, no 
doubt, episcopacy would have been established. But as the 
Bishops still held the sees. Superintendents were appointed, 
who exercised episcopal jurisdiction j but, unfortunately, they 
were not consecrated by Bishops, The principle of paW^y 
does not appear to liave been thought of among the first Scotch 
reformers ; yet they do not appear to have, had a correct notion 
of the groimd and nature of episcopacy. I cannot suppose that 
it was under this scheme of $v/perintendency^ that Morrison 
was ordained, for this plain reason — the First Book of Disci- 
pline rejected (strange as it may appear) imposition of hands 
in ordination; and the license mentions, that Morrison was 
ordained by imposition of hands. The Church was governed 
by those Superintendents till the year 1572, at which time, all 
the Popish Bishops being either dead or deprived, the sees wcr« 
filled by oflicers bearing the titles of Archbishops and Bishops ; 
the old divisions of the dioceses were restored ; the patrimony of 
the Church was properly applied ; and every Bishop had spiritual 
jurisdiction in his own diocese. But there was one circumstance 
more necessary to make this a proper episcopacy. The conse- 
cration of these Bishops was, some how or other, overlooked ; 
aictd, consequently, they were not true and proper Bishops ;> 
they were no more than Superintendents, with the old titles, aind 
with more enlarged powers. But in every other respect, the 
]^an was coincident with true and real episcopacy."* 

This plan of government continued till the year 1580, when 
Presbyterianism, sincere and genuine, was established by means 
of the incessant and vigorous measures, and the subtle arts and 
intrigues of Melville and his party. It is highly probable that 
Morrison was ordained by one of those Bishops ; for his license 
from Grind al was dated but two years after the abolition of this 
species of episcopacy. It is true, this would not be episcopal 
ordination, according to the principles of the Church of England j 
and of the primitive Church ; but Grindal was not, it is evident, 
80 strict as the Church to which he belonged, and from whose 
principles, every one will allow, he ought not to have departed. 

The inference which may be drawn from this irregularity of 

—J 

h See SxiKHBR's Eetlea. BUt. of SeeiUmdj Yd. II. p. 304, 205. This atttlioi\ 
not long deceased, was the father of the present Bishop Bkinn^r, ^ pious Mid ?«Ret 
r<fH^ Primus ctf the Scotch Episcopal 0hur9hi 
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Griodal'Sy is not of the leaftt consequence to you in any point 
of view whatever. You must show that it affords a presume 
tion, that the Church of England does not place episcopacy 
upon the ground of divine right; but I am well satisfied that 
^ou will not exercise, your ingenuity upon that point. If the 
irregularity of Grlndal affords a presumption, that the Ghurch 
of England does not consider episcopal ordination necessary, 
then it follows, that the instances given by Dr. Chandler, and 
lately by Dr. Hobart, of men's holding livings in the diocese of 
Bangor, who had never received any orders, affords a presump- 
tion, that she does not consider orders at all necessary to consti- 
tute a man a minister of Christ. If one instance of a license 
having been granted to a Presbyterian minister, affords you 
any room for exultation, certainly, several instances of inere 
laymen's having been licensed to hold livings, affords the fanatic, 
at least as much room for exulting in the inference, that the 
Church of England considers orders of no manner of conse- 
quence. Now, Sir, do be candid, and allow the latter to be as 
good reasoning as the former. 

It is scarcely possible for its to form any thing like an adequate 
conception of the difficulties with which the Church had to con- 
tend in the reign of Elizabeth. Harassed on the one hand b^ 
the Puritan^ and on the other by the Papists, she had to wink 
at severs^ things which were inconsistent with her principles 
and usages. Her most formidable enemies being the Papists^ 
and the whole Protestant interest depending so much upon her 
maintaining her ground, her clergy, while they maintained the 
apostolical institution of episcopacy, were, at the same time, 
very cautious of explicitly inferring from it, the invalidity of 
Presbyterian ordination. They wanted the aid of the Puritans^ 
and of the foreign reformed, against the common enemy -, and 
they would have had no reason to expect that, had they expressly- 
asserted that Presbyterian orders in all cases are invalid. Hence 
arose the scUvo of a case of necessity, and the distinction between 
apostolical and divine institution ; and, upon one or other of 
these principles, I have no doubt that Grindal acted. 

I have taken up more time with this article than it really 
deserves. It must be a desperate cause indeed that needs such 
support ; and the urging of this case, taking all the circum*- ' 
stances I have mentioned into the account, is peculiarly ridicu- 
lous. The irregular conduct of Grindal is brought to prove the 
Presbyterianism of the Reformers who lived thirty years before 
this event, and who had declared to all the world, in the mo^t 
explicit manner, that iii the primitive Church there were three 
orders, and that none should be considered ad lawful ministers 
of tlie Church of England, who had not been episoopaUy 
ordained^ The conduct of a man who had deliberately subscribed 
to the principles of his Church, both as to doctrine and ragimen ; 
and who had direet}y contradicted those principles, is^roduced 
AS a proof .that the^ ^re Presbyterian. Can any thing ^ more 
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preposterous? Surely, Sir, you cannot b» in earnest. Suppose 
I were to quote you as denying the doctrine of ministerial 
succession, would it be any kind of proof that your Confession 
of Faith does not maintain that doctrine ? And of what weight 
would your belief be la opposition to the standard of your own 
Church ? Just nothing at all. Nothing can be more fallacious, 
nothing more insidious than this procedure. Is there any 
Church upon earth, every individual of whose ministers per- 
fectly accords with her standards in principle ? I will venture 
to assert that there is not. Away then with such an improper 
mode of discussing the subject. Its obvious design is (id cap^ 
tandum vulgus^ [to catch the crowd.] When a doctrine cannot 
be proved by Scripture, or reason ; when a fact cannot be sub- 
stantiated by proper and sufficient evidence, then A. B. and C, 
are introduced to prove it. Men of sense and learning ought i^ot 
to descend so low as this. 

Another of your arguments* to prove that the Church of 
England does not place episcopacy upon the ground of divine 
right, so far as to annul ordination by Presbyters, is, that the 
55th canon requires the clergy to " pray for the Churches of 
England, Scotland, and Ireland, as parts of Christ's holy 
cathqlic Church, which is dispersed throughout the world," 

This, Sir, is not the point in dispute between us. The question 
is not, whether the Church of England declares ordination by 
Presbyters invalid; but whether she places episcopacy upon 
the ground of divine right? I have proved from the preface 
to the Ordinal, and from the declaration of the Church, that 
none will be considered by her lawful Bishops, Priests and 
DeaconB, who are not episcopaliy ordained ; and from the 
prayers in the Ordination Offices, that she maintains the divine 
right of episcopacy. This is all I feel any concern about j the 
consequence of this principle is another question, which t ani 
not called upon at present to discuss. 

There is. Sir, something very unfair in your management of 
this subject. The question between us simply is, What is the 
government of the Christian Church by apostolical and divine 
appointment ? We say it is episcopal ; you say it is presbyter 
rian. To prove that you are right you quote some Episcopalians, 
who allow, under certain circumstances, the validity of your 
orders^ And although you do not expressly draw the inference, 
yet you evidently produce these quotations to impress upon the 
minds of your readers this position, that episcopacy is not a 
divine institution, because some Episcopalians who maintaii^ 
that it is, at the same time do not carry the principle so far as 
to unchurch Presbyterians. This, Sir, is not a proper view of 
the subject. Reason as much as you please against the ground 
upon which we place our regimen j marshal, if you can fincl 
Uiem, fifty Episcopalians, who assert, in opposition to the 
prineiples of their own Church, Hiat episcopacy is a human 
iOAti^utioii f but do noV fly off \^ another ^uentioRi yi?, ^tot is 
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the necessary conseqoenee of belieying episcopacy to be of 
dWiRe institution ? This is not the question we are discussing. 
Men frequently diflisr about the consequences of principles. 
Consequ^ices are made out by reasoning ; and men reason very 
diflfbrently. How strikingly is this the case with Calvinista ! 
Some of them admit without any scruple, all the consequences 
with which their principles are charged; others reject these 
consequences, and contend that they do not flow from the doo^ 
trines of Calvin. Thus also the Westminster divines, in their 
disputes with the Independents, deny the validity of ordination 
by laymen, and strenuously maintain the necessity of unbroken 
succession; yet there are some Presbyterian ministers, who, 
while they assert the divine institution of a ministry, do not 
carry the principle so far as to invalidate lay ordination. Just 
so it is with some Episcopalians. They say that maintaining 
the divine institution of episcopacy does not invalidate presby- 
terian ordination. Whether those Presbyterians and Episco- 
palians are consistent, is another question. 

It may be further observed, that those who assert the divine 
institution of episcopacy, must necessarily be supposed to main- 
' tain, that a Church which rejects episcopacy, or cannot possi- 
Ibly obtain it, (which is placing it upon the most favourable 
ground) is quoad hoc [in that particular] imperfect and unsound. 
For if episcopacy rests upon divine institution, then a Presbyte- 
rian Church, which wants episcopacy, wants a divine insti- 
tution ; and, consequently, in a very important point, must be 
defective^ And whether a conscientious man, convinced of this, 
can derive any comfort from the concession, that this principle 
does not go so far as totally to nnchurch ; or whether he can 
continue a member of such a Church consistently with the duty 
of being a member of a complete, sound, and scriptural Church, 
is a question of great importance, and, therefore, deserves the 
attention of every serious Christian. 

The next observation which you make, in the pursuit of your 
object, is the following: *Dr. Warner, a learned episcopal his- 
torian, declares, that Archbishop Bancroft was the first man in 
the Church of England, who preached up the divine right of 
, episcopacy. The same is asserted by many other episcopal 
writers ; and this passage from Warner is quoted with approba- 
tion by Bishop White, of Pennsylvania, in his Case of the Epis^ 
copal Churches, in showing that the doctrine which founds 
episcopacy on divine right has never been embraced by the 
great body of the most esteemed divines of the Church of Eng^ 
land.' 

Here, Sir. you have shifted your ground again. The ^ty-fiftb 
Canon has been just quoted to prove that those who hi|d high 
notions of episcopacy, or, in other words, maintained its divine 
origin, did not, however, carry that principle 'so ftur as to 
unchurch Presbyterians. This, I have obeervea, is not the q«es-» 
tion in the present diipute. You now come to the precise point 
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of debate; and upon this pdnt, if I do not deceive mycelf, you 
will be easily vanquished. 

You*a8sert, Sir, after Dr. Warner, that ' Bancroft was the firsi 
man who preached upon the divine right of episcopacy.' How 
any man with the Ordinal and , Ordination Offices before him 
can venture this assertion, is beyond my comprehension. I 
have shown, in my view of the matter, beyond the posaibUity of 
rdutation, that the Ordinal and Offices of ordination declare 
episcopacy to be a divine institution. This doctrine was then 
made by the jreformers, a standard principle of the Church of 
England. After this, the first defence of episcopacy upon the 
ground of divine rigiit, was by Whitgift, and not by Bancroft. 
But this is really of no importance. It was needless to write an 
elaborate defence of episcopacy, till it was attacked. The first 
attack made upon it was by Cartwright and his associates, in 
the year 1572, twenty-four years after the Reformation. They 
published a book entitled, An Admonition to the Parliament; 
the design of which was to subvert the government of Bishops. 
An answer was given to this book by Dr. Whitgift, then Vice- 
Chancellor of the University of Cambridge. Strype sa)rs of this 
book, that '^ it contamed a very learned and satiafoctory vindi- 
cation of the Church of England, and especially of the govern- 
ment of it by Bishops." » Some years afterwards, Sir F. Knollys, 
a great Puritan, complains of Whitgift, that in this book he 
'^had claimed, in the right of Bishoj>s, a superiority belonging 
to tiiem over all the inferior clergy from God's own ordinance."'^ 
In 1503 Whitgiffc,. when promoted to the see of Canterbury, 
wrote -a letter to Beza,.in which he expostulates with hhn for 
intermeddling in the dispute between the Church and the Puri* 
tans. In that letter he says, " We make no doubt but that the 
episcopal degree, which we bear, is an institution apostolic and 
divine -, and so hath always been held by a continual course of 
times, from the Apostles to this very age of ours." Again : 
^' You may remember, learned Sir, the beginnings of that epis- 
copacy, which you make to be only of human institution, are 
referred by the fathers, with one mouth, to- the Apostles, as the 
authors thereof; and that the Bishops were appointed as succes* 
sors of the Apostles ; especially in certain points of iheir func- 
tion. And what Aaron was to his sons, and to the Levites, this 
the Bishops were to the Priests and Deacons ; and so esteemed 
of the fathers to be by divine institution."^ 

It is now, Sir, proved incontrovertibly, that your guide, Dr. 
Warner, was in an error. When he asserted that " Bancroft was 
the first that preached up the divine right of episcopacy." It 
was preached by the Beforniers, dnd made by them a fixed prin- 
ciple of the Church ; and as soon as the Church was attacked 
by the Puritans, it was defended first by Whitgift, and after- 
wards by Bancroft and o&ers, upon the ground of divine hght. 
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You next, Sir, tell us a story of Dr. Holland's checking Laud, 
afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury, for asserting, in a public 
disputation, the divine right of episoopacy. What Dr. Holland 
thought, is of no more consequence than what you, or / think. 
We ought not to employ ourselves in collecting opinions ; that 
is a very irksome, and, after all, a very useless employment. 
Our business is to exhibit all the evidence that can be produced 
for or against episcopacy. This is all that the eye of philoso- 
phy looks for ; any thing further may be calculated to catch the 
ignorant ; but can never have the least weight with a logical 
inquirer after truth. 

You go on. 'The reformation in Scotland commenced in the 
. year 1560. The constitution of that Church was formed, as 
every one knows, on the Presbyterian plan,' Excuse me. Sir ; 
every one does not know that to have been the "case. On the 
contrary, every one who is acquainted with the history oif that 
period, knows that the Church of Scotland was not settled upon 
that plan. It is an essential principle of Presbyterianism, that 
Christ founded the ministry upon the ground of parity ; con- 
sequently, if this were true, parity of ministers must be a divine 
institution. But this principle was rejected by the reformers of 
the Church of Scotland ; and there cannot be any doubt, that 
episcopacy would have been established, had the Bishops re^ 
formed. There was also another circumstance, which contri* 
buted much to prevent the establishment of that regimen. By 
the constitution of the kingdom, the Bishops made one of the 
three estates of the realm ; it was, therefore, supposed that the 
Popish Bishops could not be legally dispossessed. Tliey were, 
therefore, left in their sees, with all their revenues, and all their 
temporal powers. But this notwithstanding, Protestant Bishops 
might have been consecrated ; for it is not necessary that Bi^ops 
should have temporal jurisdiction, and great revenues. This 
unhappy error contributed much to prevent the establishment of 
a proper episcopacy. But still parity was disclaimed, and 
Superintendents, with episcopal jurisdiction, were estabUshed. 
Bishop Sage, in his Presbytery Untwisted, names thirty points 
of superiority, which the Superintendents had over the parish 
ministers. In jurisdiction, they had all the powers of Bishops, 
and there was nothing wanting but consecration to have made 
them such. This, Sir, was the plan of the reformation of the 
Church of Scotland, and not the Presbyterian plan, as you assert 5 
and with which (strange it is!) you suppose everyone to be 
acquainted.™ 

You go on, Sir, in one continued strain of error. You say, 
* This form' (the Presbyterian) * wasretained until the year 1610, 
when prelacy was violently introduced against the sense of the 
nation.' 

I have shown that the Church of Scotland was not formed 
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upon Uie principle of pcmty^ but of imparity; and, conse- 
quently, Presbyterianirati, which was not introduced in 1560. 
could net have been retained till 1610. The truth is, that it had 
no existence till 1580, twenty years after the reformation. And 
before presbyterian government was established, a still nearer 
approach \o episcopacy took place in the year 1572. The plaa 
of Superintendents was kdd aside ; clergymen, with the old titles 
of Archbishops and Bishops were appointed ) they were put in 
possession of the revenues of the sees^ restored to the ancient 
jurisdiction, and made, as formerly, the third estate of the 
realm ; 'and this government (although not strictly episcopal, 
because the Bishops were not consecrated) continued till the 
year 1584.° — Unaccountable, indeed. Sir, it is, tiaat you should 
not be acquainted with these n<^orious facts. 

A third error is contained in the following words. ^ In that 
year, (1610,) Spotswood, Lamb, and Hamilton^ w^e consecrated 
Bishops in London, by some of the English prelates ; and, en 
ttieir return home, they imparted the episcopal dignity to a 
number of others. As they had been Presbyters before this 
time. Archbishop Bancroft proceeded to their consecration as 
Bishops, without requiring them to be previously re^rdained zA 
Priests \ expressly delivering it as his opinion, that their former 
Pjresbyterian ordination was valid.' 

Surely, Sir, you must know that there is a very dilTerent 
account given of this matter by Heylin, Collier, and Grey. Ban»> 
croft, according them, reasoned in a very different manner. He 
said, ^< that there was no necessity for the Scotch Bishops pass- 
ing through the intermediate orders of Deacon and Priest ; for 
that the episcopal character might be fully conveyed at a single 
consecration ^"° and for this he cited two precedents in toe 
ancient Church. The examples were Ambrose, Bishop o^ , 
Milan, and Nectarius, Bishop of Constantinople. 

This is a much better accpunt of the transaction than you 
have given. You acknowledge that Bancroft placed episco^ 
pacy upon the ground of divine right ; we may, therefore, very 
reasonably suppose, that he would act upon a princnple that i» 
more consonant to that belief, than the one you imagine he* 
acted upon. The principle, that the highest order necessarily 
comprehends the powers of the inferior orders, is perfectly coi?^ 
rect, and may, therefore, in uncommon cases, be admitted; 
although, in the ordinary course of things, it will be found expe- 
dient to proceed in a different manner. 

I really. Sir, £(m heartily tired of examining your statementSi. 
Some of them are so totally different from the facts, and others 
are placed in so unfair a pomt of view, that I believe our readers 
will think me fairly discharged from noticing every minute par« 
ticular of this nature. But aUowing that you have fairly repce* 
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^ seated the assertions of some Episcopalians, and of Luther and 

Calvin, and others, pray, i^r, to what does it amount ? Is trutli 

I to be tried by the opinions of a few great men ? Does reason say 

' it ought to be? Certainly not. We mast Examine it by its pro- 

per evidence ; and when it is established by that evidence, it 
Qiatters not how many names can be brought against it Were 
I disputing with you upon what are caUed the Calvinistic doc- 

I trines, I suspect it would excite in you some degree of indigna- 

tion, were I to give you a long list of Presbyterian divines who 
have written against those doctrines. You would, I believe, cut 
the matter short, and tell me, at once, that the Iruth of the Cal- 

I** vinistic doctrines is not to be tried in that manner, but by reason 

and Scripture ; and if they can be established upon these grounds, 

it matters not how many ministers of a Calvinistic Church are 

\ opposed to them. This would be perfectly correct, and no rea- 

f sonable reply could be made to it. 

^ This observation may be applied with the strictest propriety 

to the present discussion. If I have proved from Scripture and 
the ancients, that episcopacy is a divine institution, then the 
matter is settled ; and if you could produce fifty times as many 
names as you have produced, it would be to no purpose, but to 
mislead the unthinking. The argument (if it be not a prostitu- 

\ tion of language to use the word in this case) is, however, of a 

popular kind, and admirably adapted to make an impression 
upon those who know not the nature of evidence, and, conse- 

J quently, can have no fixed principles of reasoning. 

Out if I have not established diocesan episcopacy upon the 

i . grounds of Scripture and antiquity, my showing that you have" 

misrepresented episcopal writers, is nothing at all to the pur- 
pose. In the eye of a philosopher, the controversy was ended 

t with the testimony of Scripture, interpreted by the practice of 

the primitive Church. And the question concerning the prin- 
ciples of the Church of England, and of lier reformers, was 
closed with the evidence produced to prove that they are episco- 
pal. What a few individuals then may say or think, is alto- 
gether irrelevant to the point in dispute. Notwithstanding this 
cannot be denied, yet I shall consider, in itiy next letter, what 
r you call the concessions of Episcopalians upon the subject of 

episcopacy. 

It is also, I conceive, needless for me to take a particular view 
of the sentiments of Luther, and Calvin, and Beza, and other 
reformers ; that has been suffidejitly done by Durell, and many 
others since his day, and lately by Dr. Hobart. It is, I conceive, 
beyond reasonable controversy, that Calvin, at first, did plead 
necessity for his departure from episcopal government ; and that 
he did acknowledge it to have been the government of all the* 
Churches upon earth, from the times of the Apostles, for fifteen 
hundred years together.? " But his extraordinary opinion of 
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episcopacy will farther appear in a letter which he and BuUin- 
ger, and other learned men beyond sea, wrote in 1549 to Edward 
the Sixth, ' offering to make him their defender, and to have 
Bishops in their Churches for better unity and concord amongst 
them, as appears from Strype's memorisd of Archbishop Cran- 
mer, as likewise from a writing of Archbishop Abbot's, found 
among the manuscripts of Archbishop Usher."i Unfortunately, 
the letter fell into the hands of the Popish Bishops, Gardiner 
'and Bonner, who, in the names of the reformers, returned a surly 
answer to it. " From that time," says Strype, " Jobn*>Calvin 
and the Church of England were at variance in several points, 
which otherwise,^ through God's mercy, had been qualified, if 
those papers of his proposals had been discovered unto the 
Queen's majesty during John Calvin's life. But being not dis- 
covered until, or about the sixth year of her Majesty's reign, her 
Majesty much lamented they were not found sooner ; which she 
expressed before her council, in the presence of her great friends, 
Sir Henry Sidney and Sir William Cecil."*^ Had it not been for 
this unfortunate accident, in all probability, the whole reformed 
Church would have been episcopal ; and, in consequence, the 
animosity, and mischief which resulte'd from ministerial parity, 
have been prevented. 

As to Luther, ^^ he professes, that if the Popish Bishops would 
cease to persecute the Gospel," he and those of his communion, 
" would acknowledge them as their fathers, and willingly obey 
their authority, which (says he) we find supported by the word 
of God." Consequently, in his and their opinion, episcopacy 
was an apostolic institution. And Melancthon, one of the great- 
est characters among the reformed, " lays the blame on the 
cruelty of the Popish Bishops, that that canonical polity was 
destroyed, which (saith he) we so earnestly desired to preserve;^^ 
and bids the Papists consider " what account they will render to 
God for thus scattering his Church."" 

As to the Church of Holland, it is well known that her divines 
also pleaded necessity for their departure from episcopacy. Bo- 
german, the President of the Synod of Dort, lamented to the 
British Bishops who attended that assembly, the unhappy situa- 
tion of their Church from a want of Bishops ; Nobis nan licet 
esse tarn beatis, [we are not permitted to be so happy,] was his 
solemn declaration. ^ 

It is needless to enter into a more minute detail of the testimo- 
nies which the foreign reformers have left upon record, in favour 
of the excellency, expediency, and apostolical institution of epis- 
copacy. Enough has been done to show, upon a general view, 
that the regimen of the Church of England was formed upon a 
principle of imparity by apostolic institution ; of the Church of 
Scotland, and the Lutheran Churches in Germany, upon the 
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fltme principle, but upon the ground of expeiiency ; of the 
Churoh of Sweden and Denmark, upon the principle of apoB- 
lolical imparity; and tjiat the Churches of Geneva and Holland 
wished for episcopacy, and plead necessity for their departure 
iirom it In a short time, however, they found it more consis- 
tent, and more convenient to change thqir ground ; and to justiiy, 
by the best reasons which they could invent, what at first they 
very modestly excused. 

Before I close this letter, I shall make one or two observations. 

1. It appears from history, that every Church upon earth, 
before the reformation, was episcopal ; and that there were no 
disputes about ecclesiastical regimen before that period ; for the 
notion started by some of the schoolmen, that Bishops are not 
a superior order, but a superior decree of the priesthood, cannot 
be called a dispute about the origin of episcopacy. It must, 
therefore, strike every reflecting mind as a most wonderful 
thing, that for fifteen hundred years there should have been no 
diversity of opinion upon the subject of episcopacy, if paritt/y 
according to some modern Christians, had been established by 
the Apo^es ; or if, according to others, they had left the govern- 
ment of the Church to human arrangement. There is, perhaps, 
nothing about which men difier more than about forms of go^ 
vemment. In the very nature of things, it must be so. It may, 
therefore, I think, be fairly asserted, that it was morally impossi- 
ble for the whole Christian world to have agreed in the episcopal 
form of government, if it bad been left to men to determine for 
themselves what form they would adopt. Upon no principle, it 
appears to me, could such uniformity prevail, but upon this — 
that the episcopal government was established by apostolic 
authority ; and that, therefore, Christians did not think them- 
selves at liberty to alter it. 

The next observation that I would make, is this — that although 
some of the reformed, either from an unhappy necessity, or from 
an imfcMect view of the evidence by which episcopacy is sup- 
ported or from that pernicious principle, that the government 
of the Church ought to be accommodated to the government of 
the state, did depart from the primitive regimen ; yet, at this 
day, nine tenths of the Christian world are episcopal. This, I 
presume, no one will controvert. Now, although I should not 
choose to assert^ without any qualification, that universality of 
belief and practice in this case is a sufficient proof of the apos- 
tolic origin of episcopacy ; yet, I do assert, that when this univer- 
sality can be traced up to the apostolic age, it is a clear and 
decisive proof of the divine source of this mode of government. 
Upon this argument I shall say no more at present, as I purpose 
to exhibit itj in a future letter, in every point of view m which I 
am able to place it. I have just introduced the observation hete 
to show, that the few deviations from episcopsd regimen, which 
unhappily occurred at the reformation, are Imt as the dust upon 
the bsdance ; and that if we must count numbers, this mode of 
trial, as well as every other, is decidedly in our favour. 
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Re v.. Sir: 

To notice all iht intimations, inferences, and positive, un- 
founded assertions in your ^ letters,' would necessarily extend 
Ihis discussion to an intolerable length. I shall, therefore, bring 
to view, only those assertions, which are best calculated to mis- 
lead tiie unlearned and the unwary. 

What further strikes me as wortlm of notice in your «xth 
letter is, first, your assertion, that the Church of Sweden, althougb 
she has officers with the title of Bishops, yet those Bishops are 
no more than Superintendents, such as goyern the Lutheran 
Churches in Germany. 

In answer to this, I have nothing more, to do than to refer you 
to your own quotation from Mosheim. He is undoubtedly good 
authority upon this point. Hje says, "The internal government 
of the Lutheran Church seems equally removed from episcopacy 
on the one hand, and from Presbyterianism on. the oiher, %f we 
except the kingdoms of Sweden and Demnark, which retain the 
form of ecclesiastical government that preceded the reformation, 
purged indeed from the superstitions and abuses that render it 
so odious." 

The form of government preceding ^he reformation, was un- 
doubtedly episcopal ; and this form, Mosheim says, wasr retained ; 
consequently, the Swedish Church is strictly episcopal. For 
this reason, a Presbyter of that Church would not be re-ordained 
by our Bishops ; while a Minister of the Lutheran Church in 
Germany, or in this country, tpould be re-ordained ; because the 
Lutherans, both here and there, have not Bishops, but Super- 
intendents. 

You observe. Sir, that/ * several of the foregoing remarks apply 
to the United Brethren, or Moravians. They, indeed, have 
Bishops in their Churches, but explicitly renounce all claim of 
divine right for their system.' They have^ then, it seenis, by 
your own acknowledgment, a valid episcopacy. In this, you 
are undoubtedly rcorrect. Archbishop Potter, when the Mora- 
vians first appeared in England, particularly examined their 
episcopacy, and pronounced it apostolical. Now, this is their 
own opinion of it, as well as the opinion of the English divines. 
If, then, in their own opinion, it is founded upon apostolical 
institution, sanctioned by the Holy Ghost, it must necessarily 
be of divine appointment; and consequently, as the power of 
ordaining was from the beginning attached to the Apostles and 
their successors, the Bishops, wherever that order is wanting, 
the proper ordaining officer is wanting. This being the case, if 
they do not claim a divine right for their episcopacy, and do 
not re-ordain those that wero ordained by Presbyt^s, it appears 
to me, that they act very inconsistently. For their episcopacy 
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is either a divine, or a human institution ; there can be no 
medium. If a human, then it is not the primitive,, apostolical epis- 
copacy. If a dwine institution, then it cannot ad mit ordination by 
mere fleshy ters. I appeal to yourself, Sir, and to Dr. Mason, 
and Mr. M'Leod, whether, if episcopacy be a divine iiistitution, 
and the power of ordaining be attached to Bishops, and to them 
only, it is not inconsistent to admit ordination by Presbyters 7 
I am sure your two coadjators argue precisely in the same man-* 
ner, with respect to presbyterian ordination ; and, I think, that 
it necessarily results from several of your own positions. Yon 
would all condemn ordination by lay-hands, and would not suf- 
fer a man ordained in that manner to officiate among you. But 
why. Sir, do you act thus ? -Can you produce from Scripture a 
passage which condemns lay-ordination ? Or can you produce 
an express precept for ordination by Presbyters'? I am certain, 
that you would all answer, We cannot ; but we can produce 
what is equivalent ; that is, apostolical practice ;. and as the Apos- 
ties acted under the influence of the .Holy Ghost, in settling 
the constitution of the Christian Church, their practice is a sure 
guide and warrant to us. This, I am persuaded, would be the 
answer from you, and the other named gentlemen, and from 
every consistent Presbyterian.. Now, this is precisely the man* 
ner in which we reason with respect to episcopacy. You cannot, 
therefore, find fault with us for condemning presbyterian ordina- 
tion, without involving yburselves in the most palpable inconsis- 
tency. Yon say, lay-ordination is invalid, because there is no 
warrant in Scripture for it ; consequently, the Moravians, And 
those English Episcopalians, Who assert the apostolic Institution 
of episcopacy, and yet admit, that ordination by Presbyters is 
valid, are grossly inconsistent Avith themselves. But, Sir, our 
Church stands clear of this inconsistency. She declares the 
order of Bishops to be apostolical and divine ; and, therefore, 
requires all who have been ordained by Presbyters, to be epis- 
copally ordained, before she admits them to "minister in holy 
things. 

Another of your witnesses is, the Methodist Church. You say, 
* In order to swell the list of episcopal Churches as much as 
possible, the Methodist Church is frequently represented as such.' 
Represented as such ! Pray, Sirj by Whom ? You must mean, 
bff U8, if you mean any thing to your purpose. Sir, it is in^)os- 
sible that you should be ignorant that we consider the Methodist 
episcopacy as good for nothing. It is impossible that you should 
be ignorant, that our Bishops reordain all that come over from 
them to us. Several instances have occurred in this city. If 
even one of their Bishops were to <!onform to our Church, he 
must submit to be ordained, first a Deacon, and then a Presbyter. 
This, Sir, you must certainly know. How is it then, that you 
can intimate, that we admit the Methodist episcopacy, for the 
sake of swelling the list of episcopal Churches ? No, Sir, we 
not only consider them as non-episcopal ; but also as the most 
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wanton schismatics that have ever disgraced the Christian 
Church. For they agree with us in all doctrinal points, they 
admit the validity of our episcopal orders, and they have a 
Liturgy, taken frdm ours, with no materiaT alterations. They 
do not, I believe, often use it. Nor is this to be expected from a 
people so enthusiastic. Like the Pharisees of old, theysa^ and 
€h. not They admit the propriety and expediency of a Liturgy, 
by establishing one ; and they contradict and condemn them- 
selves, by not using it. 

You proceed, Sir, to observe of the Methodists, that * Mr. 
Wesley, the venerable founder of that Church, when he under- 
took, a number of years ago, to digest a plan for its external 
organization, especially in the United States, formally avowed 
himself to be of the opinion with Lord Chancellor King,, that 
Bishop and Presbyter, in the primitive Church, were the same. 
And in perfect conformity with this belief, he himself, being 
only a Presbyter in the Church of England, united with other 
Presibyters in ordaining Ministers for his new Church. These 
Presbyters ordained the first Methodist Bishops, from whom all 
sueceeding ordinatio^ns in ths^t body have been derivedi' 

All this. Sir, is perfectly correct. Mr. John Wesley did fis 
you say ; and that in direct opposition to his solemn subscrip- 
tions when he was ordained, to his repeated declarations thrbugh 
a long life, and to numerous, strong, and conclusive reasons, 
which he had published against separating from the Church of 
England.' But this is not all : John Wesley, as appears from 
the correspondence of Dr* Coke with Bishop White, was not 
satisfied with himself for the step which he had taken. Doubts 
about the validity of the orders of his new-fangled Bishops 
appear to me to have troubled Ma mind, as well as Dr, Coke^Sf 
who was one of those Bishops. Coke, therefore, wrjtes US 
Bishop White, offering to give up their spurious episcopacy, and 
to return to the bosom of the Church, provided the Methodists 
could be indulged in some of their peculiarities. But their 
requisitions could not be complied with, and, of course, the 
whole fell to the ground. This transaction was an implicit 
acknowledgment of the invalidity of the Methodist episcopacy.* 
Upon these facts it may be expedient to make two or three 
reflections. 

First. The whole conduct of John Wesley, as appears from 
the accounts of this transaction at Bristol, given us by Coke, 
Whitehead, and Charles Wesley, convinces me that John 
Wesley, at the. very time that he thus abandoned apostolic 
tisage, was not satisfied with the correctness of his own conduct, 
Charles Wesley says, in his letter to Dr. Chandler, which has 

a See a pamphlet lately published by the ReY. Mr. Kewley. [AIm, Bishop 
White's Memoir9 of, the Protestant Episcopal Church in the United States, 
(published Bipce the publication of Dr. Bowden^s Letters,) in which a fall, and of 
course authentic, aoconnt of Dr. Coke's proposition, its grounds and its results, msy- 
bo ibund ; p, 211, and Appepduty Na SI.] 
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beeh pnblishedand re-published in this country, that he was at 
his brother's elbow all the time, and that he did not give him 
the least hint of his intention. He was afraid of encounteringr 
his brother Charles' arguments against such a measure; for 
Charles was very primitive in his notions of episcopacy. 
Another circumstance which convinces me that John Wesley's 
mind was not quite at ease when he assumed the episcopal 
character, is, that he was evidently persuaded to take that very 
unjustifiable step by Coke, and two or three others, and that it 
did not originate from himself. He appears to jne to have 
yielded rather to importunity than to conviction. A third reason 
is, that he was evidently ashamed of the whole business-; for the 
pretended consecration to the episcopal office was not performed 
in public, but in a private room ; thus realizing, as Charles 
Wesley says, *Uhe Nag's-Head ordination, and robbing his 
friends of their boasting." The last reason for conviction is^ 
what I have already mentioned, that he afterwards wished to 
retrace his steps, and to uiido, as far as he could, what he* had 
done. Taking all these circumstances together, I am satisfied, 
that John Wesley acted, from a doubting mind, if not absolutely 
in contradiction to his own conviction. 

But, admitting that he was reaUy convinced by Lord King ;- 
yet, I think, that Charles Wesley's excuse for him is the b^ 
that can possibly be made — " My brother was eighty-two years- 
of age when he took this fatal step." 

The other observation that I shall make upon this rash 
measure is, the great danger,- and mischievous consequences^ 
of departing either from the doctrine, or discipline of the 
primitive Church in the purest and best ages. Trace any 
heresy, or any schism you please, and it will be found to be ft 
deviation from the Church in one or the other of these respects. 
Christianity can admit of no improvements. It was complete 
the moment the canon of Scripture was closed ; and those who 
lived in or near the apostolic age, had many advantages for 
-understanding what were the doctrines, the constitution, and 
the discipline of the Christian Church, which we have not. 
The Holy Scriptures, expounded and elucidated by primitive 
and universal belief and practice, will effectually secure us from' 
the delusions, the heresies and schisms of later ages; and if 
John Wesley had governed himself by this rule, instead of 
giving himself up to Lord King's dictates, we never should 
have heard of the spurious episcopacy of the Methodists. 

I shall now, ISr, go back to the first part of your sixth * letter,* 
the consideration of which I postponed, till I had taken a view 
of what you have said concerning the Engtish reformers. 

The nrst thing deserving of notice, is your adducing the 
Waldenses, as witnesses to Presbyterian parity. You say that 
they^ maintained that 4here ought to be.no. diversity of rank 
among Ministers of the gospel — that Bishops and Presbyters, 
according to the word of God, and pnmitive practice, were tho 
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same order; and that their ecclesiastical organization was 
presbyterian in its form.' '. 

Now, Sir, I maintain, on the contrary, that the Waldenses 
were episcopal, both in principle and practice; My first author- ■ 
ity is Mosheim. He says, " The government of the Church was 
committed, by the Waldenses, to Bishops, Presbyters, and 
Deacons ; for they acknowledged that those three ecclesiastical 
orders were instituted by Christ himself." *» This is a very 
explicit,. and very strong testimony against you. 

The next testimony is, perhaps, stronger than Mosheim's. It 
is that of Dr. Allix, who minutely examined the history of this 
body of Christians, and pronounced them to have been episcopal. 
I have not AUix's Remarks upon the ancient Churches of 
Piedmont ; I must, therefore, be indebted to Dr. Chandler for 
what follows. The Doctor observesy that " Allix has abundantly' 
proved, that the Waldenses always preserved, under all their 
persecutions and dispersions, the same form of church govern- 
ment, from the time of their separation from the Church of 
Rome, in the eleventh century ; and that they disti)iguishe4 
their clergy into three orders — Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. 
He proves this even from the testimonies of those enemies, who 
endeavoured to fix upon them the reproach of allowing the laity 
to preach aild administer the sacraments. And he proves it more 
fuUy from their own writers."*^ 

My third testimony against you, I also take from Dn Chandler. 
He quotes the author of The invalidity of the dissenting- minis- 
try^ who says, that " in 1717, a contribution was made through- 
out England for the Waldenses, and, that, on that occasion, it 
clearly appeared that their Church was episcopal, like the Church 
of England, for which they always pray in their Liturgy." 

But what settles this matter in the most satisfactory mahner, 
is, what follows. The Bohemian Church, in its preface to the 
bo^ok called. Ratio Disciplin<B, Ordinisque Ecclesiastici, in 
Unitate Fratrum Bohemorum, says : " And whereas the said 
Waldenses did affirm, that they had lawful Bishops, and a lawful 
uninterrupted succession from the Apostles unto this day ; they 
solemnly created three of our Ministers Bishops, and conferred 
upon them power to ordain Miaisters."<* And, in conformity 
•with this, Commenius, the historian of the Bohemians, . says i 
"The Protestants of Bohemia, who were apprehensive that 
ordinations, in which Presbyters, and not a Bishop, shoyld create 
another Presbyter, would not be lawful ; and were in doubt how 
they should , be able to maintain such an ordination, either to 
others when they opposed, or to their own people when they 
questioned it — sent deputies to the remains of the ancient Wal- 
denses, upon the confines of Moravia and Austria, by whose 
Bishops these deputies were consecrated to t)ie episcopal office, 
which they have ever since transmitted tp their suecessprs."* 

b EoiU^. mat. Vol III. p. 126. c 4pp^ <fef««Jfi* p. 91, «. 

d Ibid. p. 69. e Oomm. in Prat Bokem. as quoted by Qishop ESli^ts. 
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From tfiflse accounts'it appears beyond contradiction, that the 
Waldenses had diocesan^ and not presbyteri&n Bishopp, as yott 
-assert— that they consecrated three Presbyters to the episcopal 
office, who were sent by the Bohemians for that purpose — and 
that they were persuaded that they had an uninterrupted stec- 
'Cesnon of Bishops from the Apostles. 

Of what consequence is it now, Sir, to infonri usj that Eneas 
%lvius, (afterwards Pope Pius the Second,) and the Monk, 
Walsingham, and one or two more of the Popish Enemies of the 
Waldenses, charged them with raaintiuning, that Bishop and 
Presbyter were only different names for the same officer ? They 
charged them, also, with allowing la3rmen to preach and adminis- 
ter the aacraments. They were loaded with every kind of 
reproach, and destroyed with every species of cruelty. What 
such men said* of them has no weight, when set in opposition to 
4he respectable authorities which I have quoted. 

Your next witness in favour of Presbyterian parity, is John 
Wickliffls, Professor of Divinity in the UniVersity of Oxford. 

It is not. Sir, an easy matter, whatever you may think, to 
determine what Wickliffe's- principles were. Thus far, I believe, 
we may go with safety : He opposed the Pope's supremacy, 
trsnsubstantiation, the worship of images, the invocation of 
.jHkints,.and some minor points. But scriptural and rational as 
he was with regard to these subjects, yet he maintained some 
very shocking doctrines. Collier has given us a view of them, 
as he took them from Waldensis and fiarpsfield. These men, 
to be sure, were Wickliffe's enemies, and, therefore, we ought 
not to place implicit confidence in them. But if we receive their 
testimonies with, respect to him in some particulars, we must in 
all, unless, we can find impartial historians, who contradict these 
men upon the offensive tenets with which they charge Wick* 
liffe. I will exhibit a few of those tenets as I find them in 
Collier.^ 

I St. Wickliffe Maintains a stoical fate, and makes all things 
proceed from absolute necessity. God, says he, forcibly deter- 
mines all creatures to their respective actions. Every one that 
will be damned, is a devil like Judas. Judas was chosen by our 
Saviour's humanity. This, says Harpsfield, makes men fiends 
by predestination, and is a more horrible doctrine than that of 
the Manichaeans, who made man the author of his own miscar* 
riage,and did not fetch the principal of ^vil from God Almiohtt, 
^ 2d. Wickliffe is charged with denying infant baptism,, and 
with giving a most absurd interpretation of our Saviour's 
declaration, that, except a man he horn of vxUef and of the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kinfcdom of God. He affirms^ 
that by these words, we are to understiBind only the water whieh 
flawed ttoisx our Saviouh's side, io cdnjunction with the baptisnoi 
of the Spirit, 



f Sceln m$t. Vol. I. p. M4, 686^ 686. 
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3d. He disallows imposition of hands in ordinationf and all 
other ceremonies. of an outward calling. He is likewise said to 
have given women the privilege of tlie priesthood and pnlpit, 
and to allow Priests to ordain to their own order. 

4th. Wickliffe is charged with several heterodoxies relating to 
the attributes and operations of the Almighty. As that, uod 
always acts to the extent of his power, and can do nothing more 
nor otherwise, than what he does : That he could not alter the 
state of the creation, the order of things, or make the world 
greater or less than it is : That the First Cause is hmited in the 
creation of human souls, and cannot exceed such a fixed iUnd 
determined number, nor annihilate any thing. > 

5th. Several errors relating to our Saviour are ascribed to 
him ; as that our Saviour had three natures in a separate sense; 
whereas, the Scriptures inform us, that he consists only of two, 
the human and divine. 

Lastly. He is charged with denying that a Bishop is superior 
to a Pnest 

These, Sir, are but a few of Wickliife's heterodoxies, as they 
are given us by Collier.' Now, you may either receive all, or 
reject all Take Wicklifie, with some important truths, and 
many gross errors, and what does it all amount to ? Precisely 
to t^ : That it was wasting time and paper to have noticed him. 
But as you have brought him to view, it was expedient for me 
to show, that Wickliffe's opinion, with respect to episcopacy, is 
of no more consequence than George Fox's, with respect to a 
ministry in any degree, or under any form. 

You go on, Sir, in the same irrelevant and useless manner. 
You inform us, that the renowned mart3rrs, John Huss, and Je* 
rome of Prague, who laid down their lives for the truth, a little 
after the time of Wicklifie. embraced the greater part, if not all 
the opinions of the Engliffli reformer, and especially his. doctrine 
concerning" the parity of Christian Ministers. You then quote 
Eneas Sylvius to prove this, but do not let us know in what part of 
his works we are to look for the quotation ; and you say, tiiat this 
account is confirmed by Thuimus, without any reference to page 
or volume. 

Were I to pass over the whole of this, it would be treating the 
matter as it deserves. When a writer gives us no particular 
reference, his airsertion is not entitled to uny notice. But waving 
this, I observe — 

Furst, That Collier, in the view he gives us of John Huss' and 
Jerome's sentiments, does not say a word of their notions of 
ecclesiastical government. This, indeed, taken udone, does not 
amount to much. But taken in connexion with what follows, 
|t has some weight, 

In the second p^e, JMEodieim does not say that John HnSs 
maintained the prmciple of ministerial parity. And Mosheim's 
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translator, Dr. Maclaine, asserts, that he adopted the opinioiiB of 
Wickliffe only ^^ in relation to the pajpoZ hierarchy, the despotism 
of thecourt of Rome, and the corruption of theclergy ; for in other 
respects, it is certain that he adhered to the most superstitious 
doctrines <^ the Church, as appears by two sermons he had 
prepared for the council of Constance."'' 

It cannot, therefore, be deemed of any consequence, that Eneas 
Sylvius (admitting the correctness of your quotation) charges 
John Huss, and Jerome of Prague, with maintaining the prin- 
ciple of ministerial parity. 

Although I do not think it of the least moment what Sylvius 
says upon this point, yet I wish to have access to his works, to 
see with my own eyes, what he asserts with respect to these 
men, and the Waldenses. But I have not his writings, nor do I 
know wko has. They are, I find, in the library of Philadelphia ; 
as appears from some notes in my possessiouy made upon your 
book by a sensible and candid clergyman of that city. "As Dr. 
Miller (says he) quotes Thuanus, £neas Sylvius, and Walsing- 
ham, to prove that the Bishops of the Waldenses were mere 
Presbyters, I this day [July 27th] looked into these authors, in 
the library; but in the places to which the indexes refer^ could 
find nothing to the purpose. In Thuanus, there is a passage, 
which I find translated in Bishop Newton ; but this cannot serve 
Pr. Miller's turn. Enea^ Sylvius mentions them cursorily, when 
he introduces his account of John Huss. But the intemperate 
manner in which he speaks of both John Huss and the Walden- 
^ ses, would at least invalidate what is brought from him, if it he 

!• * iAcre, which / dott^i. In Walsingham I could find nothing; 

and, indeed, I should lay little stress on any thing from this 
monkish writer." 

" When I looked on Bishop Newton's, and at Dr. Mosheim's 

representations of the Waldenses, and at the respectable, early 

testimonies, so far back as the twelfth and thirteenth oraturies, 

I ' which they refer to in their notes, I am surprised at Dr. Miller's 

bringing against them the testimony of Walsingham and Sylvius, 
; who lived in the. fifteenth, and that of Thuanus, who lived in 

the sixteenth century ; even supposing their testimony to be as 
stated ; of which, to say the least, I have greai doubt8?^ Thus 
writes a man, who wouldnot' wilfully misrepresent any thing. 

You next quote a passage from ^yndal, who was a canon of 
Oxford, in the reign of Henry the eighth. But I can see nothing 
in the quotation to which I cannot very readily subscribe. " All 
that were called Elders (or Priests, if they so will) were caHed 
Bishops also, though they have now divided the names." This 
is very correct. Presbyters were undoubtedly called Bishops at 
. first, but at the beginning of the second century, those who 
succe^ed to the apostohcal pre-eminence, had the title of Bishop 
-* appropriated to them. 

h MOBHBlM's Ecclea. BUU Vol III. p. 410. 
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This Tyndal, according to Collier,' was very heterodox, upon 
both Popish and Protestant principles. To mentk)n but one 
particular : He maintained that all Christians were priests, and 
denied the necessity of any distinct order. Such a man's ideas 
of ecclesiastical regimen, can be of no consequence, one way or 
the other. . . 

Lambert's testimony is also of the- same import with that of 
Tyndal's. He certainly did not mean to exclude the Apostlea 
from their rank in the Church; and then there were three 
orders, Apostles, Presbyters or Bishops, and Deacons. The 
commnnity of names is nothing at all to the purpose, as has been 
proved, almost to 51 demonstration. ' , 

I have now, Sir, to examine what you are pleased to call the 
' concessions of Episcopalians.' ^ : 

Before you come to the point, you prudently make the follow- - 

ing observations: ' When I exhibit Episcopal divines as making. \ 

concessions in favour of our dioctrine, none, certainly, wiU 
understand me as meaning to assert, that they were Presbyto- 
rians in principle. So far from this, the chief value of their 
concessions consists in being made by' decided friends of episco- 
pacy. Neither wiU you understand me to assert, that none of 
these Writers say any thing, in other parts of their works, * 

inconsistent with these concessions. It is enough for me to 1 

know what language they .employed, when they undertook, 
profeseedly to state their opinions on the subject befare-us?^ . 

It appears from this quotation that you do not bring to view ^ 

the writers named in your * Letter,' for <the purpose of showing 
that they were Presbyterians in principle. A Presbyt^ian is 
one who believes that the Apostles, acting by divine direction, ' 
left the Ministers of the Chur^ in a state of perfect equality. 
You acquit the authors quoted from maintaining this principle. 
Well then, what did they maintain % That the Apostle, directed 
by the Holy Ghost, left the Church under no, particular form 
of government 1 That opinion ia absurd ; for some form every 
society must have ; and the scriptures declare the Church to fcie 
a society ; and it is evident to common sense that it is. Now, 
if those authors did not believe the Church to have been com^ 
mitted to Ministers acting upon a footing of equality, then they 
n^ust have believed that the Apostles established the ministry 
upon a principle of imparity ; and this is true and propec 
episcopacy. 

2. If the Episcopalians whom you quote believed that tm-. 
paHty among the Ministers of tl^ (Grospel w^ established by 
the Apostles, then they must have believed that the Apostles: 
acted either under the direction of the Holy Ghost, or that 
they acted from their own private judgment. If they, utider> 
the direction of the -Holy Ghost, established imparity, then 
imparity is a divine institution. If so, then the authority <^ 

i JBtvke, mat. Vol XI p. 73, k l^r YH p. 24$, ^K 
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the Holt Ghost, by whieh imparity was established, is neces- 
sary to afa(olish it : for it is an acknowledg)ed principle, in both 
human and divine governments, that no less power than that 
which institutes, can abrogate. Consequently, if those Episco- 
palians, who assert that episcbpaey was established by the 
Apostles, acting under the direction of the Holy Ghost, do at 
the same time assert, that episcopacy may be abrogated by 
human power, they involve themselves in palpable inconsistency ; 
as then they assert that an inferior power may abrogate what 
has been established by a superior ; that is, that man may annul 
what God has Instituted. This not only involves an absurdity 
in principle, but also leaves Christ's Church compiletely at the 
disposal of whim, ignorance, interest, and passion. Upon this 
groimd there is no such thing as a principle of unity ; no such 
thing as a ministry deriving its authority from Christ ; no 
such thing as Ambassadors of Christ, as Stewards of the 
household of God. Those are Ministers who make themselves 

* » such, or Bxh made such by the people. No criterion* of genuine 
^ priesthood remains, nor was ever established. The body of 

^1 Christ is as multiform as clay in the hands of the potter, and 

^ every thing is a Church, which man pleases to call so. 

^ But if any Episcopalian, who maintains that episcopacy was 

established by the Apostles, should, at the same time, assert, that 

» the Apostles, in establishing it, acted from their best ju(^gment, 

. ^ and not by the direction of the Holy Ghost, then they have 

n as great difficulties to encounter, , as the above description of 

^ Episcopalians. ^ . 

J • * 1. They contradict the whole tenor of the New Testament., 

* * '^ . Christ instituted a mihistry, and promised to be with that 

^ ministry to the end of the world. This is beyond a doubt. 

.2. Christ promised the Apostles, liiat he would send the 

Holy Ghost to lead them into all the truth, with which it was 

necessary for his Church to be acquainted. And, accordingly, 

t the Holy Ghost descended upon the Apostles. This al^ is 

Ipeyond contradiction. 
; 3. The Apostles ordained Presbyters and Deacons ; and the 

* Apostle Paul sent Timothy to Ephesus, and Titus to Crete, to 

ordain those ministers. And it appears, that this was sometimes^ 
if not always, done by the special direction of the Holy Ghost. 
These things cannot be denied. .Then it follows, 

4. That the constitution of the Christian Church, as to its 
ministry, was fixed and rendered permanent by Christ, and 
that, therefore, the Apostles were not left to their own judgment. 
But, 

* 6. If we were even to grant that the Apostles were left to 

their own judgifient, yet, if episcopacy was established by them, 
as the present case supposes, then the power of ordination was 

'*' attacheid to the order of Bishops, as ^ose episcopalians allow, 

and as, indeed, the order of things necessarily implies ; for in 
every government, commissions must ^w from the fountain 
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head : then it will follow, that Presbyters, not haTing been 
invested with that power by the Apostles, cannot possibly 
exercise it without usurpation. So that, whether the AposUes 
acted under the authority of the Holt Ghost, or from their 
own judgment, the constitution of the Church having been 
settled by them, in the article' of ordination, no subsequent 
alteration b^ others, in this particular, can be deemed valid. 

6. To this oonsiaeration of invalidity must be added all the 
consequences resulting from the former case. Those are, leaving 
the Church entirely at the disposal of whim, ignorance, interest-, 
and passion ; and, consequently, implanting in its very constitu- 
tion the seeds of variety, confusion, and deformity. 

From these considerations, it appears to me, that no one who 
asserts that episcopacy is an apostolic institution, but, at the 
same time, admits that it is not perpetually binding, (at least, 
where it may be had) can be considered as holding an opinion 
consistent with Scripture, with the nature of episcopacy, and^ 
with those principles that are necessarily involved in the very 
idea of government*, 

I have made these observafions to show, that if even the 
authors whom you quote, should, upon examination, turn outes 
you would have them, yet, acknowledging episcopacy to be an 
apostolical institution, their deductions from that fact do not at 
all affect the point in question. . Their opinion upon the conse- 
quences of the fact is worth no more than their reasoning upon 
which the opinion is founded. Let that be correct, or not, they 
acknowledge that episcopacy is an apostolical institution; and 
that is all that T am concerned about. 

The first writer whom you mention in favour of your cause, is ^ 

Mr. Dodwell. That you should name him, is a_very extraordi- 
nary instance of imprudence. Perhaps no man ever maintained 
the divine institution of episcopacy more zealously. than he did. 
The whole tenor of his writings evince this. He does not so 
.much ^ hint, that the first Bishops were consecrated by Pres- 
byters, as you assert. Ho repeatedly declares, that the first 
Bishops were ordained by the Apostles ; that every Bishop in 
his diocese, was what the High Priest was in the Jewish Church ; 
and that as the High Priest was a type of Christ, so the Bishop, 
in the Christian Church, is his representative, or vicegerent. 
And from this principle, he argues against presbyterian ordina- 
tion. He held, indeed, the singular opinion, that St. James was 
divinely appointed to a supremacy over the whole Christian 
Church, which supremacy he supposed continued till the deXruc- 
tion of Jerusalem : that then it was transferred to the Bishop 
of Ephesus : but that the Apostles, before their death, established * 

Bishops generally over the Churches ; and that a succession . 
from this source had ccrhtinued through all ages, to the time 
when he wrote ; and that it would continue to the end of the 
world. 

Mr. Dodwell also supposed, that as tbis|^neral establishment 
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of epifloopicy by the Apostles, acting under the influence of the 
Holt Ghost, did not take place till Sd the Epistles were written, 
we are not to look for a particnl&r and explicit exposition of this 
ecclenastical regimen in the New Testament; bat that, as the 
whole Church of Christ, in every age subsequent to the apos- 
tc^c, bears testimony to the divine institution of episcopacy, the 
fact is thereby as fuUy ascertained as the canon of Scripture, the 
institution of the Lord's day, and the practice of baptizing 
in&titB ; and this, he maintains, is as complete proo^ as can be 
produced for any matter of fiict whatever. 

How you could think of naming Dod well^ as in any degree, or 

in any point of view, favourable to your side of the question, 19 

more than I can comprehend. He has always been considered 

I as a strong Episcopalian, upon the ground of divine right. He 

I does not stop her^; but deduces from this principle, what 

[ appeared to him to be its genuine consequence, viz. the invalidity 

i joi presbyterian ordination; the ineffi(»cy, but by extraordi- 

^ » nary fprace^ of all the administrations of Presbyters thus 

I ordain^; and the unjustifiable schism of all who set up 

'[ Churches upon a principle of parity;. If such a man can be of 

> any service to you, Sir, you are very welcome to him. 

The next person whom' you name, not indeed as maintaining 

a parity of ministers, but as holding the opinion, that Presbyters 

» were not ordained till after the canon of Scripture was closed, is 

. » Dr. Hammond. Pray, Sir, why do you quote writers who can 

% , render you no manner of service ? You know very well, that Dr. 

4 HamMond maintained the divine right of episcopacy. If he 

' ? * had a particular notion about the time when Presbyters were 

ordained, what is that to the general principle? It is very 
' probable^ Sir, that you and I have not precisely the siEtme notions 

about the doctrines of the Trinity and the atonement ; and if 
we were ta>give our sentiments to the public upon these points, 
would it not be very preposterous in a Socinian to quote us as 
^ not agreeing precisely in our ideas ? I have no doubt, Sir, that 

you and some of your brethren, differ considerably in your 
\ views of the divine decrees, freedom of will, election,^ and repro- 

bation ; y^ 1vere I disputing with you upon these p<5int8, I 
should think it venr weak, to adduce the particulars in which 
, you differ, as proo» against the truth of those doctrines. A 

Eerfect agreement in men's conceptions upon any doctrine, is 
ardly to be expected. When they admit the truth of the doc- 
trin^ that is all that a reasonable man should look for. No men 
more firmly believed the divine right of episcopacy than Dod- 
well and Hammond ; and no men more strenuously maintained it 
The next thing worthy pf notice is, your quoting four authori- 
ties amon^ the Papists, in proof that Bishops and Priests were 
the same in the primitive Church. 
"^ Tour first authority is the caQons of Elfric^ in the year ttKlL 

In those canons, you say, ' Bishops and Presbyters are declared 
XoMt of the same oifflier? 
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Pray, Sir,* why did you not give us the words of the canon 1 I 
ask you seriously, do you think yourself entitled to an answer, 
when- you do not give us the words of an author 1 If this had 
happened H[>ut in a few instances, a patient' reader might bear 
with it ; hut when it occurs so very often, it is almost intolerable. 

The canon which you must have had in view, is the seven- 
teenth. " It describes," says Collier, " the character of a mass, 
or Parish-Priest, and lays it down for a rule, that there is no 
difference between a Priest and a Bishop, excevting that the 
Bishop has the privilege of ordination, of visiting the diocese^ 
•and managing' the grand affairs of religion; and though both 
act within the same order, yet the nobler part of it belongs to - 

the Bishop.'" * 

Can it be possible. Sir. that you see any thing in this canon 1 

favourable to your cause ? Is it of any consequence, whether we ' j 

say Bishops and Presbyters are of a different order ^ or of a dif^ ^ \ 

feTent degree ? I prefer the former ; but I do not find fault with , 

any Episcopalian who uses the latter, if he acknowledges, as il$ 
done in the canon, that ordination, and supremacy of jurisdic- 
tion, are the prerogatives of the Bishop. These powers, in the • ^ 
opinion of the generality of Episcopalians, create a diflferent 
order ; and to me it appears the more correct way of speaking. 
Bishop Burnet has already been quoted as observing, that the I 

word degree came into vogue in the Romish Church, after the 
doctrine of transubstantiation was broached ; but, at the same 
tiriie, it was maintained by all those who thus spoke, that the 
Bishop has powers, by divine institution^ which the Priest haa 
not. And this being acknowledged, it is of no consequence, 
whether we use the word order, or degree. This will serve as 
an answer to two or three other quotatiohs of the same kind. , 

Your second authority, before the reformation, is Anselnie, 
Archbishop of Caatcrbury, who died about the year 1109. You 
say, that he explicitly tells us, that, " by the apostolte institution,^ 
all Presbyters are Bishops." You then refer to his Commen- 
tary on the JSpistles to Titus and the Philippians. 

tfpon reading this quotation, it struck me that there must bt 
an error somewhere or other. I could not think that Anselme, 
who, according to Du Pin, was a very strong Catholic, would 
use the language of your quotation. To satisfy mysejf, I first 
consulted Collier^ who gives a list of Anselme's works, but he 
does not mention the Commentary you have quoted. I next 
consulted Du Pin, who is still more minute in his list of the 
Archbishop's writings ; but I found no such Commentary in the 
list. I then had recourse to Cave's Historia Liter aria, in which 
I find the Commentary marked as a spuriotis work.'' Tliis, 
Sir, is an unfortunate elucidation for the extract you have 
given us. 

Your next quotation is from the Canon Law. Justelle^s Col- 

I eceUt. HUt. Vol. I. p. 207. m Vol. II. p. 162. Sneulum HildebraBdiAwnu. 
Vol.. I.— 20 
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lection of Canons is not within my reach. Bat even in the 
quotation which you have given us, I do not see any thing that 
is much amiss. It seems to be nothing more nor less than 
Jerome's opinion, that, to prevent schism, Bishops were set 
over the Presbyters by general consent. This* may be true or 
not, according to the sense in which it is taken. I suspect. Sir, 
that all is not quite right with respect to this quotation ; but I 
cannot, at present, throw the same light upon it that I have upon 
the one immediately preceding. 

Your last Catholic testimony is from the Consultations of 

Cassander. This testimony does not differ materially from the 

last j and as I have not access to Cassander's writings, I must 

i content myself with the same answer that I have given to your 

extract from the Canon Law. 
I have now, Sir, shown that the canons of Elfric are pointedly, 
• and decidedly in our favour ; and that the testimony which you 
ascribe to Anselme, is not taken from his genuine writings. 
And as to the two-last quotations, although I cannot at present 
throw that light upon them that I wish ; yet, I have not a doubt, 
f that if I had the books to which you refer, I should be able to 

show that you have failed as much in these as in the others. 
I shall close this letter with one observation. — It is an easy 
^ matter, by means of scraps, and sentences expressed in vague 

terms, to make an author speak almost any thing that we wish. 
I In this way I could make you appear a very go<S Episcopalian, 

[ and a person, who had not access to your book would be at a 

[ Joss to prove, that the quotations were partied jand imperfect. I 

I ^ have, in the course of this discussion, shown this kind of man- 

• agement to be so common in your [ Letters,' that I suspect, even 

your friends will shrug up their shoulders, and make some very 
^ upfevourable exclamations. They, no doubt, will acquit you, as 

I I certainly do, of all designed misrepresentation ; but stilJ they 

I will, if I mistake not, be pretty unanimously of opinion, that 

you ought to have been more particular in your investigation, 
and have trusted less to others. 
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Ret. Sir: 

After giving your readers four quotations from authors 
before the reformation, in favour, as you suppose, of Presbytery, 
you proceed to observe, that ' all the first reformers of the 
Church of England freely acknowledged Bishops and Pro^yters 
to have been the same in the apostolic age ; and only defended 
diocesan episcopacy as a wise human appointment.' 

This I nave .proved to be most grossly erroaeous. I havjC 
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proved it fcom the preface to the Ordinal, and from the Ordina- 
tion Offices. I have proved that Cranmer placed episcopacy 
npoft the ground of apostolic institution, and that all the reform- 
ers were of the same mind. So much evidence has been produced 
upon this point, that I cannot conceive it possible for any human 
mind to resist its force. ^ 

I have also proved that you committed an error, when you 
asserted that Bancroft was the first who placed episcopacy upon 
the ground of divine right. Whitgift had done so seventeen 
years before Bancroft.* The former published his answer to 
the Adw/onition to the Parliament^ in the year 1571; the 
latter, by your own account, preached his famous sermon in 
the year 1588. 

You next) Sir, give us a long quotation from Dr. Raignolds, 
from which it appears, that he did not conceive episcopacy was 
founded upon divine right. To quote Raignolds in favour of 
the. human institution of episcopacy is much like quoting a 
Presbyterian in favour of it. You must certainly know that 
this learned professor was a leading man among the Puritans, 
and that he was the prolocutor of their commissioners, at the 
famous Hampton court conference. What a number of cavils 
he advanced on that occasion, may be seen in Collier's l^cclesi- 
€L8ticaZ History, To quote such a man can hardly be considered 
as candid. It is true, he did not separate from the Church ; 
and, therefore, I suppose, you rank him among Episcopalians. 
But a man cannot, with any propriety/ be vieWed in that light, 
although he may be officiating in an Episcopal church, when he 
renounces ■ the very principle which discriminates episcopacy 
from Presbytery. It is not a form of prayer that makes the 
distinction; for there are several Presbyterian Churches tifiat 
use forms. It is not any doctrines peculiar to either that dis- 
criminate; the doctrines, except the article of election, with 
its counterpEfft reprobation, are the same, or nearly so. It is not 
that the one uses rites and ceremonies, and that the ofher does 
not use them ; for rites and Ceremonies, in a greater or less 
degree, belong to all Churches that have any pretensions to 
decency. No; these are not the points of difference between 
Episcopalians and Presbyterians. -The grand distinction between 
them isj as I have already observed, that one holds episcopacy 
to have been instituted by the Apostles, guided by the Holy 
Ghost ; the other, that a parity of ministers rests upon the same 
foundation. Raignolds, thet%fore, had no just claim to the 
character of an Episcopalian, and, consequently, his testimony 
is'that of an eneniy, and not of a friend. 

Your next quotation is from Archbishop Whitgift, who, you 
say, * referring to the great attention which Bancroft's sermon 
bad eoHsited, observed th«t it had done good/ but added, that 
wUh respeet to the oOensive doctrhie which it contained, he 
rather vrished. than believed it to he time,'* 

ft Collier's Eccle^. Hist, Vol. II. p. 537. 
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I shall give you the answer to this, which Dr. Chandler ^ve 
forty years ago to Dr. Chauncy, when he urged it. ^^ This is 
incredible in itself, and seems to rest altogether on Neal's 
authority. This historian, in his account of Bancroft's semaon, . 
refers to no other evidence than Strype's Ufe of Whitgift ; and 
in that book the anecdote is not to be met with. But near this 
time, viz, in 1589, the Archbishop, in answer to the calumnies 
of Martin Marprelate, says, ' that he was persuaded, that there 
ought to be by the word of God, a superiority among the minis- 
ters of the Church ; and that it was sufficiently proved in his^ 
book against Cartwright. And that he was at alt times ready 
to justify it by the holy Scriptures, and by the testimony of all 
antiquity."* This clearly shows that the Archbishop did not 
m>A, but believed BancrolOL's doctrine to be true."* 

This testimony, with that quoted in the last letter, evinces, 
beyond contradiction, that Whitgift maintained episcopacy on 
the ground of divine right. When, thereforcj he says, (as you 
quote him) " It is weU known that the manner and form of 
government used in the Apostles' time, and expressed in the 
Scriptures, neither is now, nor can, nor otiffht to be observed, 
either touching the persons or functions ;^^ he must certainly 
mean persons and functions, whioh are not essential to episcopal 
regimen, otherwise he flatly contradicts himself. That a man 
should write a book to prove episcopacy to be founded on the 
word of God, ai^ after, in his own opinion, he has fully gained 
his point; that he should then very gravely tell his readers, 
notwitlistanding episcopacy is founded on divine authority, yet 
men may abolish it whenever they think pn)per, and substitute 
in its place whatever whim may suggest ; that he should do this, 
carries* iniprobability upon the very face of it. But conclusive 
as this presumption would be with every candid man, yet 1 am 
not obliged to depend altogether upon it. I have Whitgift's own 
words, from which, it wiU appear that, I have r^^ffesented him 
with perfect correctness. 

It is well known that the Puritans maintained, that nothmg i» 
to be admitted into the worship or discipline of the Church, fiiat 
is not prescribed in the word of God. This Whitgift denies % 
and streniiously contends, that things of a mutable nature, 
grounded altogether upon expediency, are and mtist be. admitted 
into the Church of Christ. Thus, in his defence of the Answer 
to the Admonition, written by Cartwright, he has the followifig 
words— ^ Visible and external government, is that which is 
executed by man, and consisteth of external discipline, and visiUe 
ceremonies practised in that Church, that containeth in it both 
good and evil. For so much as you make mention of excom- 
manication, I take it that you mean the external government of 
the Church, and that kind of government. And yet I must ask 
you,— whether you jmean that this govenunent [exeommfmiea^ 
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tion aad other censures] is neeessary at all times, or then when 
the Church is collected together, and in such place where it may 
haye government. . For you know that the Church iS' sometimes 
by persfecution so dispersed, that it appeareth not, as we read 
Apocalypse, 6th, so that it cannot have any external govern- 
ment, or exercise of any discipline. But to he short, I confess 
that in a Church collected together in one place, and at liberty, 
government [discipline, excommunication, and other censures] , > 

is necessary m tiie second kind of necessity, [that is, without 
which a thing cannot so well and conveniently be ;] but that 
any one kind of goverlfuaient [discipline, &c.] is so necessary, , 

that without it the Church cannot be saved, or that it may not < 

be altered into some other kind thought to be* more expedient, I 
Utterly deny,"** 

Again : Whitgift, speaking of Cartwright's ridiculous assertion^ 
that " the government of tho commonwealth must be framed 
according to '.th^vgovernment of the Chiurch, even as the hang- 
ings to the house," very justly observes — " this is a dangerous 
error, and springeth of this, that he doth not distinguish betwixt 
the essentialpoints of the government of the Church, and the ^ ' 

accidental pointaof the same;, for the essential points of eccle- 
siastical government, may well agree with any lawful state of 
commonwealth^ and civil kind of government ; as the Gospel 
may be truly preached in them ail, the sacraments rightly minis- 
tered, discipline duly executed, and such like. But the accidental^ 
points of government (as the manner of electing ministers, the . ' 

kind of discipline, accidental ceremonies, and other such like f 

rites and circumstances) may be varied according to time, place, i 

and •circumstances."'' There is a great deal more to the same , | 

purpose in other parts of his book. ' ' 

It is evident from these quotations, that when Whitgift pleads ' 

for the mutability of government, he means of disciplirte,. of 
church censures, of rites and ceremonies ; and not of episcopacy. 
Yet no doubt he maintained, even with respect to episcopacy, * 

what every episcopal writer that I have ever met with main- 
tains, that this government is not absolutely necessary to the 
very salvation of the Church, but that it is so necessary, that the ^ 

Church cannot be in a sound and perfect state without it. , '' 

I think. Sir, that I have now given sufficient proof, that Whit- 
gift maintauied the divine right of episcopacy, in this sense-^ 
that it was instituted by the Apostles acting under the direction 
of the Holt Ghost, and, therefore, not to be laid aside upon a 
pretence that it would be more convenient to adopt some other 
regimen. 

The next writer whom I conceive you have misrepresented, is 
Bishop Bilflon. You quote a passage from his work against 
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Seminaries, in which, if the jpaasBge be correctly quoted, hei 
•ejs, *' that Bishops came in a/ter -the Apostles' time." 

I have not the work to which you refer ; but I have his book 
entitled, Theperpetucd Craoemm^n^ of Christ's OmreK In 
the preface to that woik, he has the following words: '^ Who 
f . succeeded the Apostles, whether all Presbyters equally, or cer- 

tain chief and chosen men, one in every Church and city, trusted 
witt^ the government both oi the people and Presbyters, I have 
largely debated, and made it plain, as well by the Scriptures as 
by other ancient writers past all exception, that from the Apostles 
to the first Nicene council, and so ail along to this our age, there 
have always been selected some of greats gifts than the residue, 
to succeed in the Apostles' places ; to whom it belonged, both to 
moderate the Presbyters of each Church, and to take the special 
charge of imposition of hands ; and this their singularity in sue- 
eeeding, and superiority in ordaining, have been observed from 
the Apostles' times, as tne peculiar and substantial marks of epis- 
copal power ^nd calling." 

'^ I know," continues he, " some late writers vehemently spurn 
at this, and hardly endure any difference betwixt Bishops and 
Presbyters, unless it be by custom and consent of men, but in 
no case by any order or institution of the Apostles; whose 
opinions, together with the authorities on which they build, I 
have, according to my skill, examined, and find them no way 
able to rebate the full and sound evidence that is for the contrary. 
For what more pregnant probation can be required, than that the 
same power and precepts which Paul gave to Timothy, when he 
had the charge of Ephesus, remained in all the Churohes 
throughout the world, to certain special and tried persons autho- 
rized by the Apostles themselves, and from them derived to their 
a^rcomers by a general and perpetual succession iU' every 
Church and city, without conference to enlarge it, or council to 
decree it;* the continuing whereof for three descents, the Apos-i 
' ties saw with their eyes, confirmed with their hands, and St. 

John, amongst others, witnessed with his pen, as an order of 
ruling the Church, approved by the express voice of, the Son of 
God. When the original proceeded from the Apostles' mouth, 
and was observed in all the famous places and Churches of Chris-v 
tendom where the Apostles taught, and whilst they lived ; can 
any man doubt whether that course of governing the Church 
were apostolic ? For my part, I confess I am neither so wise as 
to overreach it with policy, nor so wayward as to withstand it 
with obstinacy." 

It is impossible to reconcile these, and numerous other paa^. 
sages wi^ thdt which you quote. The great object of Bilson's 
lyork is to prove episcopacy an apostolical institution ; find I 
cannot but think that whoever will read him with impartiality,^ 
will be satisfied that he has gained his point.-— I, therefore, con- 
clude, that the passage wl^ich you quote, is not in the original ; 
or that it is so garbled as not to express the autiior'a senso! 
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Btflhop Jewdl is another Episcopalian whom you quote for 
some purpose or other y I do not very well know for what Do 
you mean to infer from the (}uotation, that the Bishop thought 
episcopacy was a human institution ? If that be your meaning, 
you do him great injustice. Try, Sir, whether you can recon* 
cile that opinion with the ibUowiug extracts. — '^ The truth is, 
this Church hath been persecuted, because she alone, of all the 
Churches in Europe, has had the blessing and singular favour of 
God to reform with prudence, moderation, and an exact and 
regular conduct, after great and wise deliberation, by the con- 
sent of our Bishops, Convocations, States, and Princes, without 
tumults and hasty counsels. So tnat the Papists themselves do 
even envy our primitive doctrine^ g'over^ment, and discipline* 
and both fear and hate us more than any other of the reformea 
Churches. — They are the same things that have raised the 
spleens and animosities of the other side, with whom, whatever 
is old^ than Zuinglius and Calvin, is presently popery, and 
must be destroyed. Tell them that episcopacy icas settled in all 
Churches in the days of the very Apostles, and by them, and 
they reply, the mystery of iniquity began then to work ; intimat- 
ing, if not affirming, that this holy order was a part of it.'" 
Again : " We believe that there is one Church of God — ^that 
this Church is the kingdom, the body and spouse of Christ ; 
that Christ is the only Prince of this kingdom ; that there are 
in the Church divers orders of ministers; that there are some 
who are Deacons, others who are Presbyters, and others who 
are Bishops."' If any words can be more explicit than these, I 
know not what they are. 

You refer your readers for the quotation from Bishop Jewel 
to his Defence of the Apology of the Church of England, ^fuge 
248. I have. Sir, looked over that book from page 220 to 275, 
and over several other parts of the volume, but without the least 
success. How is this ? It is possible indeed that I have missed 
the place ; but I do not believe that I have. It is a folio that I 
have consulted ; perhaps you took your quotation from a book 
of another size; or rather at second hand, from somebody dse, 
who, I am convinced, has made blundering work. Be this as it 
may, the extracts which I have given from Jewel's Apology, 
completely set^e the point 

Without attending to the order of the wrhers whom you quote^ 
I shall next notice what you say concerning Bishop Hall. You 
observe, that he ' exerted himself in favour of the divine right 
of episcopacy, with as much zeal and ability as any man of 
his day.' 

Now, Sir; this is all that I am contendrog.for. I have been 
obliged several times to tell you, that I am not endeavouring to 
unchurch other denominations. That is not the question in«tlu9' 
discussioiu^ Here a difference takes place among Episcopalians j; 
— » •* %" ■ 

f Pre/aoe to his Apology. g Apology^ p, %\. 
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and we may reasonably expect thi^ it would ; for the Scr^tnre 
has said nothing about the consequenees of the opinion I am 
maintaining. What the essenee of a Church is, ^nd^er Presby* 
terians, nor Episcopalians, have as yet determined. Upon tne 
question, what defect unchurches, unanimity is not to be looked 
for. Some Presbyterians say, the want of a ministry unclmrchea ; 
others say, it does not* Some of them say, that Iay4iaptisin is 
invalid ; others say, ne. Some uochurch> Independents and 
Quakers and some other denominations ; other Presbyterians 
do not When you shdl have the good fortune to agree among' 
yourselves, what is the precise point at which a Church loses 
that character, perhaps your discoveries will lead Episcopalians 
to unanimity ; till then, I fear, we shall not be agreed, whether 
the divine right of episcopacy necessarily involves the con* 
sequence, that denominations which have not Bishops, when it 
proceeds from, necessity, want a- valid ministry ; and whether, 
again, the want of such a ministry completely, unchurdiesi. * 

That Bishop Hall maintained episcopacy upon the ground of 
divine right, you acknowledge ; and yet that he did not think 
episcopacy absolutely essential to the bein/^ of a Church, is very 
certain. He considered that want as the Synod of Dort itself 
did-^-a circumstance much to be lamented. BoUi he and they 
viewed it as unavoidable ; and, therefore, a misfortune, and not 
a crime. 

It is. Sir, rather an amusing eircumstance, that what you deem 
a conoession, those staunch Presbyterian divines, to whom the 
epithet of Smectymnuan^ has been given, should deem no con- 
cession at all. Those divines drew up a reply to the Humble 
JRemanetrance, supposed to have been written by Bishop Hall. 
The good Bishop, either from a conviction of the correctness of 
the opinion, or from an unwillingness to give offence, serened 
his doctrine in the -foUowiog manner : '^ By divine right, is not 
1o be understood an express law of God requiring episcopacy, as 
of absoluJte necessity to the being' of a Church, but an institution 
of the Apostles, inspired by the H01.Y Ghost, warranting it 
where it is, and requiring it where it may be had." This dis- 
tinction was considered, by the Smeciymnuan divines, as no 
distinction at all. They say, "If not riequiring it to the beinff ef 
a Church, how then ? RetpiiHn^ it only where it may be had ! 
What a strange limitation is this ! Where is it that episcopacy 
Tnay not be h^, must not be had, if it be an ordinance of Christ ? 
Where is it that the Church of Christ may not have vrord, 
sacraments, pastors, and Bishops too, if they be his ordinance? 
What is the meaning of this, where it may be had 7 Does he 
mean where it may be had with the favour of the Prince ? Then 
the primitive Church had never had any. Or where it may.be 

h [From a ftimoiiB work in defence of Presb^rian polity, nndtr tbe bartNtfoos 
title of SfMctymnuuBi a word formed from the initials of the persons engaged iu 
its production. .£d] 
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had with the willing subjection of the people ? Then episcopacy 
shall be an ordinance, if the people will have it so. Where it 
may be had ! What ? With quiet and conveniency ? Then 
ywi make that which' you call an ordinance of God, subject to 
man's convenience. Or what ? With possibility ? Requiring 
that where episcopacy may be had possibly, it shouM ? What 
is this less than a command ?'l» Thus you see, Sir, that those 
divines did not consider the Bishop's distinction as worth their 
acceptance. This, however, was the usual distinction at that 
time, in order to save the reformed Churches, and I believe it 
has been generally made ever since. 

What I have said with respect to Hall, will answer very welt 
ibr Davenant. He also maintained the divine institution of epis- 
copacy ; but at the same time did not think it essential to the 
very being of a Church. 

The next person who deserves attention, is Archbishop Usher. 

It is well known that this celebrated writer, when speaking of 
the difference between Bishops and Presbyters, generally used 
the language of the schoc^men. He considered the difference 
between them to consist in a superiority of degree^ as between 
the High Priest and the Priests, and not in a superiority of order. 
This is evident from the quotation which you have given us. It 
further appears from that quotation, that the Archbishop con- 
sidered ordination by Presbyters schismcUical except in cases of 
necessity — that he considered Churches without Bishops, very 
much defective ; and that the Churches in France are in this 
respect more excusabley because they live under a popish 
power; and therefore, are less able to remedy the defect. It is 
tiien sufficiently evident, that the difference between Usher and 
other Episcopalians was principally verbal. He ascribed a real 
pre-eminence to the Bishop, which was communicated by a new 
ordination; but he considered that pre-eminence as raising a 
Bishop to a higher degree in the priesthood, but not as con- 
stituting a distinct orSer* This is, in truth, a matter of no oon« 
sequmce. 

The opinion of the Archbishop with respect to this subject, is 
given us by Dr.^ Bernard, who was many years his chaplain. 
The following are the Doctor's words : '* For that superiority 
only in degree which he (the primate) saith a Bishop hath above 
a F^esbyter, it is not to be understood as an arbitrary matter, at 
the pleasure of men, bat that he held it to be of apostolical 
institution^ and no more it diminution of the pre-eminency and 
authority of episcopacy, than the daiomination of lights given 
in common by Moses to all of them in the firmament, detracts 
from the sun and moon, whom he calls the gretUer, and were 
assigned of God to have the mle of the rest ; though the differ- 
enee between them be only gradual, yet there is a derivativ& 
subordination, as the pre^niiMBey of the ftrst bom was but 

) Obitt 9n JSj^i^eepaey, p. 1441^ US. 
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gradual — they were all brethren, but to him wad given of Gdx» 
the excellency, or supremacy of dif^nity and power — to hira they 
must bow^ or be sitbject, and he must have the rule over them. 
And that this gradua f degree]4s both derived from the pattera 
prescribed by God in the Old Testament, and from the imitation 
thereof brought in by the Apostles, and confirmed by Christ 
in the time of the New, the primate hath 90 fully confirmed in 
that learned tractate of his, of the Original of Bishops, which 
he hath deduced from the apostolical times, that I Iluow not 
what can be added."^ 

It is now evident that Usher believed episcopa^jy to be an aposr 
tolical institution ; and this he abundantly proves in the above 
named tract. Yet the Archb»shop did not think those who were 
without Bishops from necessity, thereby unchurched; but 
declares his readiness to communicate with them, were he among 
them: but those who can have Bishops and will not, (as was 
the case with the Dissenters in England and Ireland,) he con- 
sidered as schismatics, with whom he could not possibly com^ 
municate. This, I believe, is a correct view of the Archbishop's 
sentiments ; and it evidently does not come up to your wish, 
which is, to make that great prelate speak in favour of the hum<jun 
institution of episcopacy. . 

Stillingfleet is another writer whom you quote. His famous 
Irenicum is always mentioned by our opponents with great 
ai^lause. He wrote that book when he was about twenty-four 
years old, with a view to moderate the violent contrcfversies 
which the dissenters unceasingly kept alive against the Church. 
He perceived tj^at so long as lM)th parties placed their respective 
regimen on the ground of divine right, there was a great gulf 
between them, which could not be passed by either. He, there- 
fore, from a too sanguine hope of reconciling them, adopted a 
neutral principle, viz. that the Scriptures prescribe no form of 
ecclesiastical government ; but have left it to the prudence of 
every Church to regulate itself by existing circumstances. This 
is a specious principle, which would most certainly captivate 
numbers. But had that young, divine been acquainted with 
human nature, he would not have entertained much hope of 
success from his wide and comprehensive scheme. It turned 
out as all such schemes do — it displeased both parties; and after- 
wards, when his judgment was matured, it displeased himself 
too. For he says in his preface^ to the Unreasonableness of 
Separation, " Will you not allow one single person who hap- 
pened to write about these matters when he was very youns-, in 
twenty years iime of the most busy and thoughtful part of hisi 
life, to see reason to aiter his judgment ?" in a airman preached 
on the occasion of an ordination at St. Paul's many years afier. 
he wrote his /rewtcwm, when his judgment was perfectly mai» 
tured, and his reading had beeosie move esctei^ive, and :t>et4ei^ 

k The Judgment of the late Archbithopf <&c, (i. IDf, 
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digested ; on that occasion, when he would he particolaiiy atten- 
tive to what he said, and would not suffer the warmth of imagina- 
tion to< hurry liim into bold and positive assertions, he thus 
seriously speaks: " I cannot find any argument of force in the 
New Testament to prove that ever the Christian Churches were 
under the sole government of Presbyters." Again : " This suc- 
cession was not in mere presidency of order ; but the Bishops 
succeeded the Apostles in the gpvernThenP over those Churches." 
Further : " There is great reason to believe the apostolical suo- 
cession to be of divine institution, as the canon of Scripture, 
or^the observation of the Lord's day." And in his Unreasdna- 
bleness of Separation, he asserts, that "the case of Timothy is 
an uncontrollable instance nf diocesan episcopacy." 

Bur it seems all this is but ' a kind of vague and feeble recan- 
tation.' If this be ' a vague and feeble,' I beg you will let us 
know what a precise' and strong reckntSition is. When a man 
at one time says, that episcopacy is not a divine institution, and, 
at another, says it is; he must have remarkably nice discern- 
ment, who perceives this to be nothing more than * a vague and 
feeble recantation.' 

This change of opinion in Stillingfleet, after all, is, I acknow- 
ledge, of no material consequence ; but then I must, at the same 
time, think, that those who rely so much upon his opinion at the 
age of twenty-four, and treat with so much indifference his 
opinion at the age of forty-five, act very preposterously, if they 
consider merely the opinion of a learned man, and not the weight 
of the reasons upon which the opinion is founded. For the 
opinions of learned men are often as worthless as those of the 
unlearned. 

Well, then, the opinion of Stillingfleet, whpAher for or ag'ainst 
episcopacy, is of no consequence; but It seems the reasonings 
and authorities ^ upon which he grounds his opinions have under- 
gone no change.' This is undoubtedly correct : They have pre- 
cisely the same force now that they ever had. But is not that 
the case also with respect to his latter opinions? You will 
undoubtedly say— yes. We are come then to this point, Still- 
ingfleet, in his Irenicuniy is neither an Episcopalian, nor a Pres- 
byterian ; he has taken neutral ground; and the reasonings 
and authorities by which he maintain^ his ground, bear equafly 
upon both parties. This being the true state of the case, why^ 
Sir, do you name hiili 1 Does he support presbytery upon flie 
ground of divine right? He certainly does not. He labours ttf 
prove that it has no title to that sanction. He does the same 
with respect to episcopacy. If, then, his * reasonings and 
authorities' have never been answered either by himsdf or others, 
they disprove the "principle upon which both parties rest their 
regimen; and, consequently, the consthution of the 'Christian 
. Church is a matter subjected to men's disposal. Are you pre- 
pared. Sir, to adopt this principle ? * 

Were I to leave the matter here, Stillingfleet's Irenicwn would 
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do us no more harm than it does you ; nor you any more than 
it does ttf . But we have something to say which you have noti 
The learned author certainly chaneed his opinion; and still 
more, he wrote in favour of apostolical -diocesan episcopacy. 
Now, as that is the point in dispute, if he haa proved it, he has 
answered his Irenicum^ although he has not made a reply to 
every thing asserted in that took. When the foundalum is 
removed, the building must necessarily fall to the ground. His 
' reasonings and authorities' appeared to himself, and I believe 
they do to all Episcopalians, to go to the very point of establish- 
ing episcopacy upon the ground of apostolical institution ; and, 
if so, the Irenicum is substantially refuted. 

But this \» not all. Not only Dtillingfleet himself, but others 
have refuted all the leading principles of that book. I do not, 
indeed, know of any author who has professedly and formally 
answered the whole of it; but several have taken particular 
reasons and authorities, and have shown the one fallacious, and 
the other ill founded; and Stillingfleet himself must have thought 
so, otherwise he would not have changed his opinion. You 
indeed intimate, that he was in^uenced in this change by the 
hope of preferment, and the fear of giving ofifenee, if he adhered 
to the principles of the Irenicum, -But this is too gross an 
imputation, and utterly unworthy of a candid and liberal mind. 

Further still. If Stillingfleet's' ^ reasonings and authorities' 
have not been answered, it certainly must be ^cause they^ann^ 
be answered ; for assuredly* it could not have proceeded from a 
want of learning, talents, and ^eal. I must then suppose that 
you have adoptS those unanswerable ^ reasonings and authori- 
ties,' otherwise you are not true to your cause. But seriously, 
Sir, it does not appear to me, nor to any Episcopalian that I 
have heard give an opinion upon your book, that you have said 
any thing that is unanswerable. I cannot but flatter m3rself that 
every thing you have said has been pretty well sifted, and that 
the result is a vast deal more cknff than wheat. 

You next quote Bishop Burnet as a friend to parity of mini8> 
ters ; or, at least, that imparity is a matter left to human pni^ 
dence.— " I acknowledge (says he) Bishop and Presbyter to be 
one and the same office, and so plead for no new office-bearer 
in the Church." 

Whatever Burnet may have been when he was a Professor in 
the college of Glasgow, at which time he wrote his vindication 
of the Church of Scotland, certain it is, that he was afterwards, 
an Episcopalian, upon the ground of apostolic and divine right. 
In examinuig the principles of the reformers, I have produced 
several quotations whicn expressly maintain that dootrjne. I 
will now give another from the Bishop's Expcmiiion of the- 
thirty-nine Articles,^ '^ Christ appointed a succession of pas- 
tors m different ranks, to be continue in his Church for the 



Letter XVIL ] concbssions of episcopalians. 343 

work of the Gospel, and that as the Apostles settled the Churches, 
they appointed di^rent 'Orders of Bishops, Priests, and Defi- 
cons." There certainly is nothing for yo« to say after this. 
That Burnet, however, admitted a case of necessity is undoubt- 
edly true. This has always been the saUo : The Church is 
imperfect without'Bishops ; but where they cannot be had, men 
must submit to the privation, and do as well as they can ; for 
necessity^ BiBy sBxktuBi^ has no Imo."^ 

ThatTillotson, whom you introduce to our notice, was a very 
moderate Churchman, is pretty well understood. If he had not 
been a sort of neutral man, it is probable that he would not 
have been nominated to the See of Canterbury by King William, 
who, you know, was a rigid Presbyterian. Tillotson was, I 
believe, as low with respect to the regimen as the doctrines of 
the Church. He was strongly suspected of Arianism and Uni- 
versalism ; and men of such principles care very little about 
Church order, any (arther than as it contributes to decency. 

Thfit Wake, Bingham, Pretyman, and Gisborne, assert the 
apostolic institution of episcopacy, the extracts you have given 
us fully prove. Bingham and Wake, particularly the former, . 
are among its ablest advocates. Yet these four divines do not 
consider it as essential to the very being of a Church. When 
Christians can have it, they ought to have it ; but when they 
cannot, necessity frees them from all blame. This appears to 
be the more common opinion of Episcopalians. 

Lord King, whom you quote, wrote a book to prove that Con- 
gregational episcopacy is an apostolical institution. He was 
answered by Slater, a Presbyter of the Church of England ; 
and so completely was he refuted, that Lord King himself 
became sensible of his error, and acknowledged Slater's victory. 
This has always been confidently asserted. However this may 
be, it is certain, that his Lordship never made any reply, nor 
has any other person done it for him, that I have ever heard of. 
Lideed, Congregational episcopacy has so little to-be said in 
its favour, that no learning nor ingenuity can give it the smallest 
degree of plausibility. It wais never thought of till some years 
afusr the reformation ; and its weakness and novelty have been 
so completely exposed by Stillingfleet, Maurice, Bingham, and 
Slater, that it is astonishing to me that it should have be^n 
revived by Dr. Campbell, and maintained by yourself witli only 
-one point of difference. But, as I have already observed, the 
controversy, every now and then, must be revived ; and our 
opponents, not being deficient in sagacity, see very clearly, that 
it ^ill not do to takQ notice of the several triumphant answere 
that have been given, at different times, to their hypothesis. 
• You have given us, Sir, two fr three extracts from a Bishop 
Crofts, whose name is so obscure, that not one of our clergy in 

m Since 1 sent my manuscript to the preia, I hare foand aoather testimoBT from 
Burnet. He says, " Whereaa, by divine institution, all Bishops were equal, botk 
io order and jurisdiction," 4(c. Prefact to Vind. Qrd, CA, of England. 
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this eiiy has ever heard of hun. All I know about him, is oon^ 
tain^ in a Prefakiry Discourse to an Examination ofBvmtPs 
EspposiUon of ike tlUrtf-mne Articles. Th€ author says, 
'> There was a pampfalet in King Charles the Second's reign 
called Naked Truths that made a great deal of noise for awhile, 
because it was supposed to be written by a Bishop, with whose 
station and character the scope and design of it did very ill 
agree ; which was to undermine the Church, throw down its 
walls, and Uy all open. What was principaUy aimed at, and 
zealously contended for, was liberty of thought and opinion ; 
acarce allowing it to be fit to tie men up to any sort of doctrine 
by creeds or subscriptions ; much less to confine men to any 
particular constitution, be it that of episcopacy, or any other 
whatever." 

'^ Whatever prospect the author of that book might have at the 
time he published itj the opposition which the project of a com- 
prehension, scored out in it, met with at that time, quashed all 
hopes of it during that reign." 

It appears from this account, that Crofts was a man of very 
comfrehensive principles, an enemy to all creeds and subscrip- 
tions, and disposed to let into the Church men of all principled; 
boUi as to doctrine and government. If doctrine was not 
regarded by such a man, certainly ^ovemm^nt would not be.-T- 
He was answered, I find, by Bishop Burnet, and some others. 

As to Willet, HoUand, Whitaker, Forbes, • and Moreton, as I 
have not access to their works, I cannot say any thing to the 
quotations you have given us. They may be correct, or not. 
I will admit them to he perfectly so. And then I ask, what do 
you infer from them? It must be either something, or nothing-. 
Nothing i you will hardly avow. What then is the something? 
Is it, that it is probable that episcopacy is a human institution^ 
because these five men (or twenty times five, if you please) 
thought so ? Of that inference, I know you would be ashamed. 
Well then, if it adds nothing to the probability of the opmion, 
the inference is, precisely — nothing. Thus, Sir, you have 
thrown away your time, and have made me throw away min£. 

I have now shown, I think, with uncontrollable evidence, that 
the reformers of the Church of England, and all her greatest 
and best writers, on the subject of ecclesiastical regimen, main- 
tain the apostolical and divine right of episcopacy. Yet, at the 
same time I acknowledge, that they do not consider it as essen- 
tial to the very being of a Church ; but after making this 
concession, they insist upon it as necessary to a well organized, 
sound, and perfectl}^ apostolical Church ; and that a departure 
from it where it is, is an unjustifiable schism ; except when a 
Church imposes upon its membtts sinful terms of communion. 

But although there are many great names who have thus 
mitigated the principle, that episcopacy is of divine right-; yet 
it must also be acknowledged, that there are man^ Ivho do not 
admit these qualifications, but insist upon it, and give reasons ojT 
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peBt weight for their opinion^ that if episcopacy be a divine 
institution, it must be essential to a Christian Church, if a 
ministry be so. But if a ministry be not essential to a Church, 
then they acknowledge that episcopacy is not. This question I 
shall not discuss at this late period of the controversy ; nor 
indeed do I think, that it is a question a conscientious man 
would wait to have decided, were he about to make a choice of 
the Church to which he should attach himself. He would, it 
appears to me, reason thus. ^ If episcopacy be a divine institu^ 
tion, it is ipy duty to become a member of that Church in which 
it is {ound, uniess sinful terms of communion be reqi^ired. 
Whether episcopacy be essential to the being of a Church, or 
not, certain I am that it is my duty to submit to a divine insti- 
tution. By this submission, I shjedl be free from all doubts and 
difficulties; but should I act otherwise, I must rely altogether 
upon my own reasoning, and that of others. This may, or may 
not be light ; but in the other case, I shall be perfectly free from 
all misgivings.' This appears to me « to be the conclusion, at 
which a conscientious man would arrive. 

Before I conclude this letter, it may be well for me to state, 
in what sense I consider episcopacy as restuig upon the ground 
of divine right, 

A thing may be said to be divinely instituted, in three senses. 

1. As God positively ordains it by his own express command, 
or by the express command of his Son Jesus Christ. In this 
^nse, I do not take episcopacy to be a divine institution. Ncn: 
in this sense is the Christian sabbath, or infant baptism, or 
the canon of Scripture, entitled to the sanction of divine insti- 
tution. 

2. A thing may be said to be of divine institution, when it is 
delivered by men divinely inspired; as are all those precepts 
and ordinances, delivered by the Apostles and Prophets, by 
divine inspiration. Every thing of that kind must be deemed of 
divine institution, because God, by his Holy Spirit, has 
commanded it. 

3. Whatever is founded upon a divine commission, as the 
preaching of the gospel, the administration of the sacraments, 
and the power of the keys, is of divine institution. 

In the two last senses, I take episcopacy to be of divine 
institution. For, if the Holy Ghost inspired the Apostles to 
establish episcopacy in the Church, it is certainly of duline 
institution, although there may be no express and formal precept 
for that purpose. Or if the Apostles, by virtue of the commission 
which they received from Jesus Christ, established episco- 
pacy, it must, if not immediately, yet mediately, be grounded 
upop divine institution. For MFthe Apostolic commission was 
founded upon divine authority, as it certainly was, then all com- 
missions derived from that, source, and withm the limits of that 
commission, are also mediately founded upon divine authority-; 
and in this sense, a|; the least, every one that believes episcopacy^ 
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not to be a mere human institution, must believe it to have a 
divine sanction. • 

This statement is, I believe, agreeable to the sentiment of the 
best writers on our side of the question. I am sure that it 
perfectly coincides with the opinion of Bisjiop Saunderson. 
After observing that episcopacy is not founded upon a peremp- 
tory command of God in his woi;d, he says, " There is a 
secondary and more extended signification of that term, 
[divine nght] which is also of frequent use among divines. In 

' which sense such things, as having no express command in the 

word, yet are found to have authority and warrant from the 

I institution, example, and approbation, either of Christ himself, 

or his Apostles ; and have (in regard of the importance and 

;. usefulness of the things themselves) been held by the consentient 

judgment of all the Churches of Christ in the primitive and 

^ succeeding ages, needful to be continued : such things, I say^ 

' are usually and interpretatively said to be of divine right." 

Again he says: "They, therefore, that so speak of this 

/ government as established by divine right, are not all of them 

* necessarily to be understood as if they meant it in that first 
t and strictest sense [as founded upon positive precept.] Suflcient 
[ it is for the justification of the Church of England, in the consti- 

' tution and government thereof, that it is (as it certainly is) of 

\ divine right in the latter and larger signification ; that is to say, 

1 of apostolical institution and approbation ; exercised by the 

L Apostles themselves, and by other persons in their times^ 

L appointed and enabled thereunto by them, according to the 

W voice of our Lord Jesus Christ, and by virtue of the com- 

A . mission they had received from him." 

} " Which, besides that it is clear from evident texts of Scrip- 

ij ture, and from the testimony of as ancient and authentic records 

[i as the world hath any to show, for the attesting of any other 

^' part of the established doctrine of the Church of England ; so 

it is evidently deduced out of sundry passages in the Book of 
[ Consecration, and hath been constantly and uniformly main- 

'" tained by our best writers, and by all the sober, orderly, and 

! orthodox sons of this Church." » 

Thus, Sir, I think it is as clear that the episcopal order is of 
divine institution, as that the order of Presbyters is. There is 
no positive precept which ordains the oflSce of a Presbyter ; but 

# we see that order in the Scriptures, and we know that it was 

the sense of the Apostles, and of the whole primitive Church, 

'* that it was to be continued to the end of the world. 

There is no possibility of guarding any doctrine of Chris- 

^; ' tianity; or any of its institulk)n8, fk»m the cavils of men 

wedded to their own systems,Mind peculiar ways of thinking. 
There is no objection that has been made by the Presbyterians 
against episcopacy, that has not been made by Independents 

II Savnoibbbom's Epi$cepacy not prefudieUU to Bogdl power^ Sect ii. No. 3, 4» & 
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agaiofit pf edbytery ; and what to not a litHe amuBing, the Piesby- 

bvterians were obliged to have recourse to the weapons of i 

Episcopalians, in order to defend themselves. It is curious to 

read the controversy between those two denominations of 

dissenters, as we have it in the fus divinum, &c. When the 

Independents denied the perpetuity of the ministry by an 

uninterrupted succession, the Ihiesbyterian divines replied, '^ All 

that is written in the epistles concerning the ordainers and the 

qualificiitions of the ordained, is directed to Timothy atid Titus.'^ 

To prove the constant succession of the ministry, they argue, 

like staunch Churchmen — " That Christ was sent, and had his 

commission from his Father. That Christ, as he was sent of 

his Father, so he sent forth his Apostles. That the Apostles 

went about ordainuig Elders in every Church, and that the 

Apostle Paul ordained Timothy and Titus. [Mark this.] That 

these ordained others, and that as Timothy was entrusted with 

the word of Christ, so he was commanded to commit the 

same trust to faithful men, that so the^e might be a succession 

of teachers." They also urge Matt xxviii. 20, / am alway with 

ytm, even unto the end of the world. And 1 Tim. vi. 14, Keep 

this commandment until the appearing' of our Lord Jesus t 

Christ ; and several other texts. 

When the assembly urge against the Independents the tes- 
timony of the fathers, the practice of antiquity, and of all 
former ages, for a succession of ministers, the fanatics pay them 
in their own coin, telling them that "corruptions, <and anti« 
christianism, and tyranny, came very early into the Church ; . 
that the mystery and the ministry of the man of sin were work- 
ing in the first centuries ; that in this apostacy, the Church, 
which had been a chaste virgin, became the mother of harlots 
and atiomlnations — Bethel turned into Bethaven, and the minis^ 
try wholly lost under Antichrist." 

To this the Westminster divines reply, that " the truths, ordi-i 
nances, servants, and ministries of Christ, do not therefore 
cease to be of Christ, because some, either by mistake, or by 
design, shall say, they are of Antichrist — ^that it is a great cheal: 
put upon the saints of God in this nation, in scaring people froni 
the doctrine of Christ, by persuading them to avoid Anti^ 
Christ" And, therefore, they earnestly intreat their respec-: 
tive congregations " not to be afirighted at the bug-bear worda 
Antichristian and Popish." They tell the fanatics, that " no . 
true ministry, no true Church— that the Lord Jesus hath given 
the ministry to the Church, to continue till all come to the unity 
of the faith, which will not be till the day of judgment." • • 

I shall make but one more extract from the Jus dvoinum^ 
When the fanatics assert that the people have a right to ordain 
ministers, the assembly ask, " By what authority dp you do 
these things,, and who gave you this authority 1 Show us you? 
warrant out of the word. Why was Titus sent to appoint Elders 
\n every city ? Might not the people say, what need Pftul leavff 
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Titus to do that which we can do ourselves? Add that which, 
to us seems of weight, that all that is written in the epistles con- 
cerning the ordainers, and the qualifications of the ordained, is 
all written in the epistles to Timothy and Titus, who were 
church-officers. In the other epistles which werfe written to the 
Churches, there is no mention made of these things, which doih 
abundantly prove to us, that the work of ordination is a work 
belonging to ministers, and not to the people. And they alone 
who have received this church-power from the ApNOStles, can 
transmit it to others." Here is the doctrine of uninterrupted 
succession most clearly. Now let us change but one word, and 
put Presbyter instead of people, and see how those reverend gen- 
tlemen plead the episcopal cause. " By what authority do you 
Presbyters do these things, and who gave you this authority 1 
Why was Titus left in Crete, or Timothy in Bphepus, to ordain 
Elders? Might not those Elders say, what need Paul leave 
Timothy to do that which we can do ourselves? All that is 
written in the epistles concerning ordainers, is written in the 

' epistles to Timothy and Titus, who were the church-officers for 

• this purpose. In the other epistles there is no mention made of 

> . these things, which doth abundantly prove that the work of 

ordination is a work belonging to Timothy and Titus, and not 
to the Presbyters ; and they alone who have received can trans- 
mit it." Thus the Preabyt^erian calls on the fanatic to show 
his commission ; the Episcopalian, with the very same reason, 
calls upon the Presbyterian to show his» Where is the con- 
jiistency of all this ? 

j I have now, Sir, examined every thing material in your letter 

upon the ^ Concessions of Episcopalians,' and I have shown that 
aU the authors whom you quote (four or five excepted, whose 
works I have not,) maintained episcopacy upon the ground of 
apostolical and divine right. There is, indeed, a difference of 
opinion among Episcopalians with respect to the consequences 
of this principle, as there is among Presbyterians with respect to 
the consequences of the divine right of Presbytery ; but this, in 
either case, does not affect the principle. ' It is, therefwe, weak 
and sophistical to urge this difference against either presbytery 
or episcopacy. 

I forgot, Sir, to make, in their proper place, a few observations 
upon what you ascribe to Bishop White. It may be well, although 
not in order, just to notice what you say. You assert that he 
maintains, Hhat the doctrine which founds episcopacy upon 
ditnne right, has never been embraced by the great body of th© 

# *- most esteemed divines in the Church of England.'<> 

This may be true, and yet leave episcopacy upon as high 
ground as I wish to place it By divine ri^ht, Bishop 'White 
means positive precept, or a direct command in so many words, 
that there shall be wee orders in the Churph^Bishops, Pre^^ 
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byters^ and Deacons, and that they shall continue to the end of 
the world. There is no heterodoxy in this opinion. All the 
great episcopal writers acknowledge this to be the trath. But 
will you venture to assert, that Bishop White does not place 
episcopacy upon the ground of apostolical institution? You 
certainly will not; because the following quotation would stare 
you in the face. " There having been an episcopal power origi- 
nally lodged by Jesus Christ with his Apostles, and by them 
exercised generally in person, but sometimes by delegation^ (as 
in the instances of Timothy and Titus) the same was conveyed 
by them to one pastor in each Church, which generally com- 
prehended all the Christians in a city, and a convenient surround- 
ing district. Thus were created the Apostolic successors," 
Again : '* It seemed good to the Apostles to appoint some of 
these with a supei^teiinent commission, of which there were 
instances in T4mothy and Titus ; and the persons so appointed 
have handed dmvn their commission throug'h the different ages * 

ofth^ Church, This is the originally constituted order."? 

Now (to use the words of Dr. Hobart with a little alteration) 
'^ if you will make these concessions, and hold this language, 
you i^irly give up your cause. You maintain all that the Epis- 
copalian could wish. And we shall be glad to hear on what 
grounds you will justify your rejection of the originally con- 
stituted order ^ and of degrees of the ministry, who had their 
beginning from Christ and hia blessed Apostles?^ 

It is now. Sir, very evident, that Bishop White holds the 
divine right of episcopacy in this sense ; that it was instituted 
by the Apostles Under the direction of the Holt 6&ost, af^ 
consequently, according to the' will of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
He surely then is at variance with presbyterian parity. 

I shall in my next, consider your letter upon ' the rise and 
progress pf episcopacy.' 
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> 

Bev. Sir : , 

Mt labour is now happily drawfng to a close. I have little 
more to do than to take a view of your fawci/w/ statement of * the 
rise and progress of episcopaQr.' I do not conceive that it is 
necessary for me to do this ; for if I have proved the foct, that 
episcopacy is an apostolical institution, all the efforts of your 
ingenuity to show that it took its rise long after the death of the 
Apostles, must be ascribed to the ' audacify of fancy,' and be 
deemed utterly inconsistent with the truth of history. No, Sir, 
§'• ' ■ ■ 

p HoBABT'fl Apologyf page 189| 140, 
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it if not becaiMe you have said any thing in your Pghih Letter, 
which in any degree affects the evidence I have produced, that 1 
am led to examine your plausible attempt to account for i^hat 
never hoe yet been accounted for ; but becaufie I shall be ffoX'- 
niflhed with an opportunity of presenting to my read^v, what I 
deem complete mond demonstration, that episcopacy is not a 
human, but a divine institution. This is my leading motive for 
continuing this discussion: my secondary motive ia, to 81k>w 
your readers, that you have exhibited to them a perfect tissue 
of coi\iecture8, fallacies, and misrepresentations of facts. 

There is a question, which, at the very outset of this inquiry, 
will occur to a reflecting mind.— If episcopacy was introdueed 
into the Church after the apostolic age^ what can be the reason, 
that it cannot be determined by the advocates for parity, when 
this anti-christian usurpation took its rise? Some of them 
place it in the close of the first c^itury, before the death of St. 
John, as Baxter, Chamier, and Du Moulin ; others in the begin- 
ning of the second century, as Doddridge and Salmasius ; others 
in the middle of that century, as Blondel and the Westminster- 
divines; others at the close of that age, as Campbell and' 
Chauncey ; others in the third century, a long list of whom you 
will find in Sage's Cypriani^ Affe ; and others again in the 
fourth century, as yourself, Lord King, and a few more. Here 
is a wide range taken by our opponents ; not less than the space 
of two hundred years. Now, this difiiculty of pointing out the 
time when episcopacy took its rise, must be owing either to a 
want of reccH'ds, or to the very trifling nature of the change. 
To the first it has never been ascribed ; for the records are 
suf&ciently ample. Nor can it, with the most distant appearance 
of reason, be ascribed to the latter ; for the change was very 
string and important; no less than that of depriving the 
Presbyters throughout the whole Christian Church of their 
right of ordaining, and of establishing in one person a suprem- 
acy of power and jurisdiction. It is not possible to consider 
such a change as unimportant, and unworthy of notice. This 
then is the first presumptive proof, that no such change took 
place. 

You endeavour, Sir, to surmount the difficulty, which arises 
from the wide difference of opinion among Presbyterians, with 
respect to the date of episcopacy, by saying that we cannot tell 
the time when infant communion began in the Church. And ' 
do you seriously tiiink. Sir, that this, were it true, would obviate 
the difficulty ? How is it possiole that you should not see, 
that there is no parallel between the two cases ? What human 
being did infant communion deprive of his rights ? What was 
there in this practice to excite the passions of men ? What to 
produce violent conlbntion, and strenuous resistance ? Was the . 
adult injured by it ? Did it exclude 'him from the altar 1 Not a 
single consideration can be perceived by the human mind to 
induce it to think, that any thing more than verbal contentian 
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would be the issue. But in the other case, the Presbyters were 
deprived of their most sacred rights. The right of ordaining, 
which was given them by Jesus Christ, and which they were as 
«ure belonged to them as that they held the office of Presbyters, 
was wrested out of their hands. A parity of power and juris- 
diction, which they had derived from the same source, was 
abolished, and a supremacy established in an individual, in 
every city. I appeal to every man who is acquainted with 
human nature, whether such flagrant injustice was not sufficient 
to rouse the fiercest passions of the heart ? Let the trial be 
made at this day, by a number of the most daring spirits among 
the Presbyterian ministers in this country, to seat themselves in 
episcopal chairs. To ask a child what would be the issue, would 
be to insult his understanding. 

It must be obvious to every reflecting mind, that there is a 
great difi*erence between opinions, which do not in the least 
affect the rights and privileges of others, and principles whicK 
do. The former may be broached and spread considerably, 
before any notice is taken of them. But the latter immediately 
set men upon exerting all the powers of resistance. Every 
effort would have been made by the Presbyters to prevent the 
execution of so daring a project ; and considering the circum- 
stances in which the Church was, before the establishment of 
Chtistianity by the Emperor Constantine, it was morally impos- 
sible for the Bishops to succeed in their foolish and wicked 
attempt. There is, therefore, no parallel between the two cases. 

I think 1 might safely trust this reasoning with every impartial 

Eerson. The difference between a principle which is perfectly 
armless, and one that, when acted upon, is flagrantly unjust^ 
sets the two cases at such an immense distance, that I am aston- 
ished at your bringing them to a point of comparison. But the 
unreasonableness of this mode of removing the difficulty need 
not have been insisted upon, for you have, by a single sentence, 
given up the point. Remember that the opponents of episcopacy 
cannot agree, whether it took its rise in the first, second, or third 
century, or even till some time in the fourth. But you say, * It 
is certain that this corruption [infant communion] existed in the 
second century.' Here you ^x the time ; for I suppose you do 
not mean to carry it up to the first century, and make it an 
apostolical practice. Nor is it at all probable that it took its rise 
early in the second century, while numbers were living who had 
seen the Apostles administer the holy communion. We must, 
therefore, upon every ground of probability, place its beginning 
somewhere about the middle of the second century. Now, Sir, 
we do not tie you up in this manner. We do not ask you to 
give us a period of a few years, when all the Presbyterians in 
me world became Episcopalians ; although t^e certainly have a 
right to call for the record of such a wonderful revdntion. No, 
Sir, we wiU not confine you to'so short a period Wi fifty years. 
You may take any entire century you please after the fint \ and 
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if we no not prove from indubitable records, that episcopacy 
existed before your given period, we are wiliinff to give up the 
whole cause. 

It seems then, that you can tell, within a few years, when 
infant communion began ; but you request of us to allow you 
between two and three hundred years for the period, within 
which episcopacy made its appeamnce, and then you can very 
condfidently assure us, that itp birth happened within that short, 
very short space. Hiis is very mqclest, and very consistent. A 
harmless opinion and practice, which couldirritate — which could 
ii^ure no one, can be traced within a few years of its birth ; but 
a wonderful revolution, calculated to inflame the passions of 
thousands, and to produce in the Church the most violent con- 
vulsions, the most virulent animosities, is involved in such thick 
darkness, that it is impossible for the greatest antiquaries among 
I the Presbyterians to tell us in what century this new form of 

government was given to th^ Church. The man who can 
believe this^ needs not to pray that his faith may be strength- 
ened. 
^ ^ You assert. Sir, very confidently, that infant communion wa» 

the practice of the Church in the second century ; but, as usuaL 

you talk without book!. Who is your warrant for this assertion Y 

k ^ Vou name none. On the contrary, I assert, that there is no 

authority to be produced earlier than St. Cyprian, about the 
' » middle of the third century. Bingham names that Prelate as 

f the first who mentions it. Neither Tertullian, nor Clemens of 

. Alexandria, nor Irenseus, nor Justin Martyr, say any thing 

^ ^ about it We have, therefore, no reason to think, that it Was 

'^^ known in the Church till the third century. Here then the rule 

of Vincentius Lirinensis completely fails. Qtiod semper, qw)d 
vbiquCy quod ab omnibus, [That which has been held always, 
every where, and by all,] does not accord with infant comma- 
ni(m ; and, consequently, it is not of apostolic' institution : hoi 
episcopacy has been proved to accord perfectiy with these 
marks, and, therefore, it is of apostolic institution. 
If episcopacy were merely a point of opinion, and not a moX- 
. ter offoLct, which was calculated to inflame the passions, and 

I * proouce animosity and contention, I should not think it reason- 

able to call upon our opponents to point out the time, even 
within half a century, when it took its rise. Opinions creep in 
the dark for some time, and are not immediately noticed'; but 
great revolutions either in Church or state, are always the promi- 
nent objects of history. The historian seizes upon them with 
avidity, dwells upon them minutely, and paints them in strong 
and vivid colours. But the change from presbytery to episco* 
pacy was conducted with all the silence of the grave ; no nisto- 
rian recording it. fto mortal perceiving it. Yet our opponents 
taflc with as mucn confidence of a change, as if they could pro- 
duce history in abundance to warrant their assertion ; as if they 
jcoiild give us the place where, or the year wheny it made its 
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appearance. But when pressed upon this pointy why then, to 
1^ sure, they beg to be excused ; and gravely tell us, that there 
are certain opinions^ and certain practices, the date of which 
cannot be ascertained ; and this they think is a set-^ to the ' 
difficulty of accounting for a change, which, in the circum- 
stances of the primitive Church, was morally impossible. 

But if the case of infant communion will not meet that of 
episcopacy, perhaps it may be met by the difficulty of assigning 
a period for the introduction of Metropolitans. Here, Sir, you 
will find no relief from your embarrassment. This case, if pos- 
sible, is worse than the last. There is no difficulty in deter- 
mining when Metropolitans, were introduced into the Church. 
" That primacy commenced," says Dr. Cave,* " not long after the 
apostolic age, when sects and schisms broke in apace, and con- 
troversies multiplying between particular Bishops, it was found 
necessary to pitch upon one in every province, to whom the 
umpirage of cases might be referred, and by whom all common 
and public aflairs might be directed." With this, as to time, 
Bingham agrees, adding — " Perhaps it [the office of Metropoli- 
tan] took its rise from that common respect and deference 
which was usually paid, by the rest of the Bishops, to the 
Bishop of the civil metropolis in every province ; which, advance 
ing into a custom, was afterwards made into a canon by the 
council of Nice."^ 

Bingham gives sufficient evidence of the rise of Metropolitans 
in the second century. He observes, that " Lyons, in France, 
was a metropolis in the civil account ; and Irenaeus, who was 
Bishop of it, is said to have the superintendency of the Galilean 
ParcecuB, or dioceses, as Eusebius words it. PhUip, Bishop of 
Gortyna, in Crete, is styled by Dionysius of Corinth, J3ishop of 
all the Cretian Churches. Polycrates, Bishop of Epheens, pre^ 
sided in council over all the Bishops of Asia ; Palma, of Amastris, 
over the Bishops of Pontus ; and Theophilus, of Caesarea, with 
Narcissus of Jerusalem, over the rest of the Bishops of Ps^^estine." 

" It is true (continues Bingham) none of these are expressly 
called Metropolitans / for that name scarcely occurs in any 
ancient record before the council of Nice ; but they were at first 
ir/M»TO(, and «0aXo2, chitf Bishops, and heclds of the province, as 
the Apostolical Canon styles them. After ages gave them o&er 
names, as that of Archbishops, at Alexandria, and other places, 
till that name became appropriate to the Patriarchs." 

Thus you see, Sir, there is not the least difficulty in deter- 
mining when Primates, or Metropolitans,^ took their rise in the 
Christian Church ; and, therefore, you cannot dmve the least 
degree of relief from this quarter. 

But, Sir, if it were even impossible to determine the century 
when Metropolitans first appeared in the Church, still there 



a AnndU of Church Oovernmentj p. 92. 

b Aniifuiti€§, Vol. 1. p. 186, 186, ooUto •dition. 






S54 RISE AND FROOEESS \^LetkT XVIIL 

would be no parallel between this difSeulty, and the one relating 
to episcopacy. There was no UBurpatum of ' power (as yon 
assert) by that order of -Bishops. It was a Presidency perfectly 
natural, because expedient, nay, necessary. When, in the second 
century, Bishops were multiplied in consequence of the diffusion 
of Christianity, those who resided in the same province fre- 
quently met in- council, for the purpose of re^fulating the afiairs 
of their Churches. A council, for the sake of order, requires a 
president ; and the election of that officer would most commonly 
fall upon the Bishop of the metropolis, who, from the wealth and 
number of his congregations, would naturally acquire (all other 
circumstances being equal) a superior degree of consequence. 
This was, in fact, the case ; for we find, in the history of the 
Church, that the Bishops of Rome, Antioch, Jerusalem, and 
Alexandria, were ^the first Presidents, or Metropolitans, in the 
Christian Church. There was no usurpation in this ; it was a 
. matter of choice; a matter of necessity, after the provincial 
councils took their rise. We, therefore, hear no complaints 
about it in the second and third centuries ; for what was the 
• wish of all, could give ofience to none. 

Further, the metropolitical power, which was very small, tiU 
after the establishment of Christianity, did not deprive other 
» Bishops of any rights belonging to their office ; consequently, 

there was nothing to excite resentment and opposition. The 
Bishops retained in the highest degree, and most complete 
security, their right of ordaining and confirming, and their 
supremacy of jurisdiction within their dioceses. What then 
was there in this measure of expediency, which can, without a 
prostitution of language, be called usurpation 7 Or what kind 
of parallel can there be between the rise of Metropolitans, and 
the rise of episcopacy, when the time of the former can be 
named, and the reasons of the appointment assigned ; and when 
the time of the latter cannot be named, and no reason, no motive 
which influences the human mind can be assigned? — Surely 
none. 

And here, I would just remark by the way, that this appoint- 
ment of Metropolitans, or Primi inter pares, [chiefs among 
* equals] is a convincing proof of the existence of Bishops at that 

time; not congregational, but diocesan Bishops; for those 
standing Presidents convoked none but Bishops to meet in 
councils ; and Presbyters were excluded from them as members j 
unless perhaps they happened to represent their absent Bishops. 

But, Sir, although you have been extremely unfortunate in 
ft 4^ ' adducing these two instances to get rid of a pressing difficulty. 

yet perhaps your next instance will serve you better. You 
mform us that, * closely connected with the introduction of Arch- 
bishops, and other grades in the episcopal office, is the rise and 
progress of the Papacy. It is certain, that the anti-christian 
claims of the Bishc^ of Rome were begun before the close of 
the second century. The writings of Irensus and Tertul- 
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lian both famish abundant evidence of this iact. Yet, the 
records of antiquity gtre so little information respecting the 
various steps by which this man of sin rose to the possession of 
his power ; they Contam so little evidence of any efficient oppo- 
sition to his claims, and represent the submission of the other 
Bishops as being so early and general, that the Papists attempt, 
from these circumstances, to prove the divine origin of their 
system.' 

Here is, I think, abundance of error ; but happily it will not 
take many pages to expose it. 

In order to understand one another upon this point, I would 
ask, -what do you mean by the Papacy ? Do you mean the tem- 
poral power of the Pope, or his claim of universal supremacy over 
the Christian Church? I presume it is the latter; because the 
former is not peculiar to the Pope ; many Bishops holding with 
their ecclesiastical, princely powers. It seems, then, according 
to your statement, that we do not know when this claim of 
supremacy was first advanced, and when it was first allowed. 
I cannot acquiesce in this. I find no difficulty ^t all in deter- 
mining these points. Boniface the third, in the seventh century, 
was the first Bishop of Rome who claimed the title of (Bcumeni- . 
cal^ or unwersai Bishop,'^ This title was indeed claimed but a 
few years before, by John, Bishop of Constantinople. This 
arrogance was resented by Gregory the Great, who was con- 
temporary with John, in the most marked terms of reprobation. 
He says, that whoever arrogates to himself this title, outstrips 
Anti-christ.* Here then is positive proof, that the claim of 
supremacy was not known in the Christian Church till - the 
seventh century. Thus, Sir, we have settled one point; the 
other is, to determine when this claim was granted, and carried 
into effect.^ And this point is as easily settled as the former. 
The cruel usurper, Phocas^ who murdered his master, Mauritius, 
granted this title to Boniface. Soon after the Pope began to 
carry into effect this supremacy. He convened a synod of 
seventy-two Bishops, thirty Presbyters, and three Deacons, who 
decreed that no election of a Bishop should be deemed, legal, 
unless ratified by the Pope in these words — JSfic volumus et 
jtibemu»,* [Thus we will and command.] 

There is not, before the seventh century, the least trace of any 
system of policy in the Holy See to establish its claim of supe- 
riority over other Bishops. There was, indeed, in the time of 
Cyprian, an undue stretch of power by Stephen, Bishop of Rome ; 
but it was treated with the utmost contempt by the other 
Bishops, and particularly by Cyprian, who, on that occaaon, 

e Babonius, Annal. Ecelea. Vol. YIII. p. 198. Anabtasivb JDe Vitit J*99U. 
jRom. Vol. I. p. 117, and MosHfiiM. 

d EgQ auflentemfidenter dicOy quod quisquie ee f»mver«aZim sacerdotem voetU, 
9$l voeari desiderata in elatione aua^ anti christum praeurritj quia tuperbiendt^e 
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declaced, " there is-no Bishop of bii^opsV in Christ's Chureh« 
But ioiy thing like Papal supremacy was not known till ihe 
period which I have assigiied to it. 

The famous forgery of the donation of Italy to Pope Sylvester, 
by Constantino the Great, forms another remarkable epoch in 
the history of Papal usurpation. This forgery, which contrihated 
so much to the extension of the power. of the man i^siriy -wnM 
never suspected till the twelfth century, when a hint to that 
purpose was dropped in a Sabine monastery. But it was left 
for the bold and masterly pen of Laurentius Valla to unma^ 
the imposture, and expose it to the world in all its deformity. 
To this forgery the Popes owed much of their civil authority, 
and as that increased, their ecclesiastical power increased with it. 

It would extaid tlie discussion upon this point to too great a 
length, were I to go on marking the several epochs of the 
increasing power of the Popes ; but this has been done by so 
many able writers, that whoever wishes to be well informed 
upon this subject, can be at no loss for sources of information. 
Enough has been said to disprove yoyr assertion, that we know 
not the time when the papacy came into being. Nay, Sir, we 
know the time when all the leading errors of the Church of Rome 
were broached. The present subject does not require me to 
enter upon a detail ^of this kind ^ but I stand ready to do it when- 
ever it shall become necessary. 

You inform us, Sir, that ' the anti-ehristLan claims of the 
Bishop of Rome were begun .before the close of the. second cen- 
tury ;' and that ^ the writings of Irenaeus and Tertullian furnish 
abundant evidence of the fact.' This, Sir, is very vague. You 
ahould have informed us what you mean by ^ anti-christian 
claims.' It may be true, and yet amount to very little. I believe 
I could give proof enough of other Bishops doing the smne thing ; 
and what is more, I can give abundant proof, that Presbyters 
and Deacons, and even laynaen, asserted ' anti-christian claims.' 
But that the Bishop of Rome elaimed, in the second century, 
supremacy over all other Bishops, I utterly deny, and call upon 
you to give us the proof. On the contrary, it is a notorious 
fact,, that the Church of Rome was, for the first thr^ centuries, 
as pure as, any Church then upon earth. Stie maintained in a 
high degree, the unity of the faith, in the bond of peace. 

Neither, Sir, have you given us any quotations from ihe above 
named fathers. Perhaps that would have entirely spoiled your 
assertion. We shoidd have then known the extent of those 
* anti-christiam claims.' Your intimation of something like 
Papacy ii^ht then appear to be nothing- hke it ; and that would 
have entirely defeated the policy, which just gives a glimpse of 
wmething wrong, and leaves it to the reader's imagination to 
make out the worst. This will do very well in some species of 
composition ; but in * Letters,' which profess to give a correct 
view of the Christian Church, such management is very cen- 
surable. 
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At the time that you oammitted to paper the assertion, tiiat 
( the auti-christian claims of the Bishop of Rome were begun 
before the close of the second century,' I wonder,' Sir, that you 
did nut perceive that you were destroying your own hypothesis. 
You say, it is as difficult to trace the rise and progress of papacy 
as of episcopacy. Yet, you assure us, that the former took its 
rise in the second century, and your authorities for this assertion 
are Irenieus and Tertullian. But neither you nor any body else, 
can tell us the century when episcopacy began ; and yet, it 
seems, that being able to ascertain ttie one, and unable to ascer- 
tain the other, amounts precisely to the same thing. Happy 
inconsistency, which afford^ a man such decisive proof! 

Another unlucky circumstance attends you, Sir. You name 
authorities for the rise of papacy; but no mortal ever yet 
attempted to produce one writer who says, that episcopacy took 
its rise in any age short of the apostolic. Yet, no doubt, this 
important difference makes the two cases perfectly similar, 

Knbugh has now been said to show; that the rise and progress 
of popery can, in every thing material, be easily traced ; but the 
rise of episcopacy, upon Presbyterian principles, still remains in* 
volved in impenetrable darkness. Not one ray of light has as yet 
been thrown upon this point, by the ablest advocates of parity. 
This is evident from their being so completely at variance among 
tiiemselves, when they attempt to assign any period of time for 
tiie birth of episcopacy. This could never be the case, were 
there any footsteps of parity in the primitive Church. 

You go on, Sir^ to other examples, in the same inconsequen- 
tial manner. You say, * Scarcely less remarkable, or in itself 
improbable, was the change which early took place in the mode 
of electing and instaUing- the pastors of the Church. You have 
been informed, in the preceding parts of this work, that, as each 
Bishop, in the primitive Church, was the pastor of a single con^ 
gregation, so every Bishop was elected by the people of his 
charge, and ordained to the work of the ministry in their pre*^ 
sence. It is certain, however, that at least as early as the fourth 
century, this power of electing their own Bishops began to be 
gradually taken away from the people ; and that, in the course 
of two or three centuries afterwards, the privilege was almost 
wholly withdrawn from them. But how came a right so popular, 
and so highly prized, to be tamely surrendered ? And why is 
it that the records of antiquity furnish so little information • on 
this subject 1' &c.^ 

Here is a great deal said,, but nothing proved. You take it fof 
granted, that the people elected their Bishops for the first three 
centuries. But would it not. Sir, be better to prove this by com^ 
potent testimony? What evidence is there that, in the first 
century. Bishops or Presbyters were elected by the people? 
None at all. On the coi^trary, it is evident from tl^e New Teste-; 

f JAtltrt. Page 299. 
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meat, that they were elected by the Apostles, and that the people 
had no voice in the business. There is not a single instance 
that can be produced in opposition to this assertion. Does 
Clemens Rooianus intimate that, the people elected Bishops? 
Quite the contrar3r. as you very well know. He expressly asserts, 
that Bishops and Deacons were designated by the Holy Spirit 
for their respective offices. Does Barnabas countenance your 
assertion 7 He has not a syllable upon the subject Does Her- 
mas? He also is silent. Does Ignatius? Very far from it. 
Does Justin Martyr, or Irenieus, or Tertullian, or Olem^is of 
Alexandria? No^ testimony ever J^ been, or can be produced 
to this purpose. Here, then, are two centuries, from which not 
a tittle can be drawn to countenance your assertion. But per- 
haps the third century will furnish you with sufficient evidence 
of this fact. But what, Sir, if it should ? That would not prove, 
that the people elected their Bishops in the first aud second cen-> 
turies. In the first, as we have seen, there is positive evidence 
against it ; and in the second, there is no evidence ybr it. Well 
then, if this practice began in the third century (for we have no 
right to say that it began sooner) aud was abolished in the fourth, 
as you intimate, we have a period assigned for its rise, its pro- 
gress, and its abolition. Consequently, this is not a case that 
will serve for an o£&et to the difficulty of accounting for the ris^ 
of episcopacy. 

Were I, Sir, to rest the matter here, it would completely defeat 
your view, in asserting that Bishops were elected by the people 
till the fourth century. But I will give you one passage from 
8t/ Cyprian, which shows what was the general practice of the 
African Churches in electing a Bishop. In his sixty-eighth 
epistle he says, " It is the custom throughout almost all the pro-^ 
vinces, for the neighbouring Bishops to meet together, and choose 
a Bishop in the presence of the people, who know his life and 
conversation ; which was done at the ordination of Sabinus, 
Bishop of Emerita, in Spain, who was ordained to that dignity 
by the suffrage of the people, and the decision or judgment of 
the Bishops" — Quod factum videmus in Sabini ordinatione ut 
de univei'SfB fratermtatis euffragio^ et de Episcoporum judicio 
epiecxypcUus ei deferretur. Cyprian generally uses the word 
suffrage for approbation^ liking ; but not for polling ^ or voting-. 
Of this I will give two instances out of many which might be 
quoted. In his tract De Zelo et Livore, he says, when the 
people saw David slay Goliah, " they broke forth into praises of 
David with suffrage of applause." There certainly was no voting 
on that occasion. In his treatise De Vanitate Idolarum^ he 
says, that the Jews delivered up our Saviour to Pontius Pilate, 
*' requesting his death by violent and pertinacious suffrages"^— 
Mortem auffragiis violentis et pertinadbusjiaffitantes. This 
expresses the violent desire of the Jews to see Jesus put to 
death, but no more than desire, and approbation ; for they had 
fX that time, no power to put any man to death. If you wiah ta 
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see instancM of this kind multiplied, and the pohit cltnAy 

£ roved, tb«t the people had nothing to do with the election of a 
lishop, but barely gave their testimony to his character, please 
to oonsult Slater's Original DraugJu, and Sage^s Cyprianie 
Age vindicated* 
Let me also remind you, Sir, of St. Jerome^s testimony to this 

Snnt. ^^ At Alexandria, (sa3rs he,) from Mark the Evangelist to 
eraclas and Dionysius' episcopate,- (that is, in the third cen- 
tury,) the Presbyters always nominated one their Bishop, 
chosen from among themselves." 

It appears then from the New Testament, that the people did 
not daim any right to eleet their Bishops, but that the Apostles 
always nominated them, as St. Paul did Timothy and Titus ; 
and from Clemens Romanus, that the Apostles went through 
cities and regions ordaining Bishops, who were designated by 
the Holy Ghost. And it does not appear from any records of 
the second century, that the people ever exercised or claimed that 
right. It also appears from Cyprian and Jerome, that the elec^ 
tions were conducted in a different manner, in the third century. 
About the close of this century, I believe, the people of Rome 
acquired great influence in the election of their Bishops ; but 
they exercised it in such a tumultuous and scandalous manner, 
that Constantino, after he became a Christian, found it necessary 
to prevent them from interfering in elections. As there was no 
rule prescribed by the Apostles, with respect to elections, there 
was some diversity of practice in different Churches ; but that 
Bishops, and Presbyters, and Deacons, were elected by the 
people in the first three centuries, is very far from being correct. 
This case, therefore, is totally irrelevant to the point you wish 
to establish. 

Further : If it were even as you say, that the people elected 
their Bishops till the fourth century, how in the name of com- 
mon sense, can this be considered as presenting a difficulty 
equal to that of accounting for the rise of episcopacy ? How 
do you know. Sir, that the people elected their Bishops? It 
must be, if at all, from records. Here then the cases are totally 
dissimilar. You consider the evidence for the people's electing 
their Biediops clear enough ; but with respect to episcopaey, 
you acknowledge that its birth cannot be traced. And with 
respect to the abolition of popular election, you say it began to 
take place in the fourth century. So then, a thing which is 
dear, is as difficult to be known as that which is involved in mid- 
night darkness. Pray, Sir, what do you call this ? 

As to the di£^ulty of accounting for the people's so ' tamely 
surrendering a right so highly prized,' which you seem to think 
equal to the difficulty of accounting for the Pre8b3rters resigning 
the power of ordination^ you should first have proved that the 
Ciiriistian laity generally exercised that right, as you aite pleased 
to call it ; but if you had proved it, still the two cases would be 
totally dissimilar i for whenever popular elections were ab^- 
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lished, it i¥«s done by the civil power, whkh the people could 
not resist ; but no Presbyterian writer has ever hinted, that tke 
right of ordination was taken from the Presbyters by the civil 
authority. The exercise of that right almost all our opponents 
acknowledge, ceased long before the conversion of Con8tanJ;ine^ 
The difficulty then still continues in full force agaiinst you. 

The next thing you mention as presenting a difficulty equal to 
the rise ojf episcopacy, is the abolition of the office of Rulinff 
Elder, I flatter myself that I have fully proved, in my eighth 
letter, that there never was any such officer in ^the Christian 
Church, till the time of Calvin. That it is a mere human institu- 
tion, a great part, if not the greater part of Presbyterians 
themselves acknowledge ; and that nine tenths of the Christian 
world are against the office, is beyond all controversy. You 
roust, Sir, have very strong reinforcements, to be able to stand 
your ground upon this point. 

Your list of difficulties increases fast upon us. You gravely 
inform us, that we cannot tell when Sub-deacons, Acolyths, and 
l^orcists were introduced into the church ; and your inference 
from this must be, that we ought not to urge the difficulty of 
accounting for the rise of episcopacy, when we cannot ascertain 
the time when these dignified officers were first created. 

Upon reading this, the correctness of Lord Kaimes' definition 
of the ridicuhus^ forcibly struck me. He says, it is that 
** which excites laughter blended with contempt."* Sidhdeor- 
cons, Acolyths, and Exorcists ! Why did you not add. Sextons^ 
Piyrters, Bell-ringers, and Grave-diggers ? Surely Sir, you 
must take your readers for children, when you suppose that they 
will believe, that the introduction of the first named officers was 
' calculated to interest the feelings both of the clergy and of the 
people, and to excite long and violent opposition from various 
quarters.' What was there in the office of a JSkib^eacon to 
excite opposition? That officer prepared the sacred vessels 
and utensils of the altar, and delivered them to the Beacons in 
time of divine service. He attended the church doors during 
the time of the communion service ; and he went on the Bishop's 
embassies, with his letters to foreign Churches. Was this an 
office of so much consequence, as to excite commotions in the 
Church, upon its introduction? No ,one can seriously say, 
it was. 

The Acolyths were an order peculiar to the Latin Churdi, and 
quite unknown to the Greek for four hundred years. It appears 
nrom a canon in the fourth council of Carthage, that their office 
was to light the candles, snuff them, furnish the wine for the 
sacrament, and attend the Bishop. Do you seriously think, Sir^ 
that appointing candle snuffers was calculated to produce com-! 
motion in the Church ? Sir, I am ashamed of this ; it is really 
too bad \ far, far too low and ridiculous to coma fr^m your pen, 

f ^lemenU qf Qriiicisvs Yo), I. p. 291, 
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Exorcists began with Christianity itself. In the apostolic 
age^ all orders of the clergy^ and even laymen cast out devite, 
and this continued to be the case till miracles ceased, which was 
not till the persecutions of the Christians ceased. This has 
been abundantly proved by several writers. When this miracu- 
lous power of casting out devils ceased, which was at different 
times in different situations, the order of Exorcists was instituted, 
and this we know was about the middle of the third century ; 
for Cyprian mentions this order, and I cannot find any before 
him that does. The duties of this office were to pray, both in 
private and public, for the Energumens, or those who were 
supposed to be possessed of the devil, to keep them always 
employed in some innocent business, and to see them provided 
with daily food. This was a humane office ; but jt was strongly 
tinctured with superstition. — All these inferior orders are found 
in the Church in the third century. 

When a writer can prevail on himself to give the most distant 
hint, that the difficulty of determining the time when these 
petty, servile offices were introduced into the Church (even if 
that were true) is as great as the difficulty of determining the 
sera of episcopacy, it must excite strong suspicion, that all is not 
right in some quarter or other. 

In reviewing your eighth letter, I have thought it best to settle 
this point, although not in the order you observe, before I con- 
sider whether it was morally possible for so great a revolution 
to take place in so short a time ; and whether, if it were, we 
should not have some notice of it in the records of the Church. 
Let us give these points a fair discussion. 

The point of time that I shall take for this supposed revolution, 
is the middle of the second century, because I am warranted by 
the concessions of your ablest writers to do so. The Assembly 
of Presbyterian divines in their Jus Dimnum Minister, 
Anglic, p. 104, have this question, — " How long Wjas it, that the 
Church of Christ was govemei by the common council of 
Presbyters, without a Bishop set over them ? A. Dr. Blondel, a 
man of great reading and learning, undertakes, in a long dis- 
course, to make out that before the year 140, there was not a 
Bishop over Presbyters." This gives us the opinion of the 
English Presbyterian divines, and it differs very materially from 
yours, as to the point of time when episcopacy is supposed to 
have been introduced. Chamier, a Protestant divifle of the 
French Church, says, that " inequality (of Bishops and Presby- 
ters) was very ancient, and near the times of the Apostles. Nay, 
that it took place, the first age having not yet, or scarcely 
elapsed."'' Now one of the Apostles, St. John, out-lived the 
first age, dying at Ephesus, A. D. 101. Salmasius says in his 
book (»Jled Walo MessalinvSy chap. iv. '^ About the beginning, 

h Inequalitem ease yetustissimam ac Vicinam Apostolorum temporibui. Aitt 
poa diim elapso, aut viz eIa|wo primo sseciUo, 
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Moolin, candidlj adoBOvledgei, dwt 

apoakrfie imtHminnj »d wtntewcr Dune we nay give ToboA^ 

«id TUm, whether that of BiAope ot SvangelwtB, it ' 

iMl thai they had ci^iaeopal m t uxM rn mB^ who enjoyed 

enuDence.'" Blleer,adr^lleofthe8wHBCh1lRj^ 

that, ^ eren in the times of the ApoetkB themaelTes, oae of the 

Pl-eabsTten was choaeB and cndained to be a guide, and, i 

woe, a Prriate, wlio went before all the rest, and had the 

of sools, and administered the episeopal oifioe, chiefly and 

the higlMt degree."'' With Bneer agrees Caliin, in his 

BOit onTitosLS. ^'Ai that time (of Timothy) there waano 

equality among the ministeri of the diorcb, but some one in 

anthonty and eoimeil had the pre-eminence.'^' Baxter, Ldt 

Clerc, and Doddridge, have been already quoted; the two 

ksmar^ 9B plaang the rise of episcopocy in theaposK^ie age; 

the Utter, as placing it in the time of Ignatius. 

From the concessions of these learned men, I proceed to 
demonstrate the moral impossibility of a change from presbytery 
to episcopacy, during the seocmd age of the Church, when the 
ciTil arm was stretched out, not to defend, but to destmy the 
religion of Christ. 

It is, Sir, your own admowledgmeDt, that the Church con- 
tinued pure till the middle of the second century. 11^ then, the 
change took place while the clergy and people were in a state of 
purity, yon will have a hard task indeed, to reconcile a daring 
and wicked usurpation with pure and virtuous motives. You 
will perhaps say, that you do not attempt to reconcile them ; 
bnt, on the contrary, that you ascribe the innoTation to a wiche4 
ambition, which operated so powerfully in the beginning of the 
fourth, or at most, towards the close of the third century, as to 
give a new face to the Christian Church. But let our readera 
consider the great weight of evidence I have produced £rom the 
writings of the third century, to prove that episcopacy ensled 
before that age ; and to that, let them add the acknowledgments 
of many of our ablest opponents, that the fact is incontestible, 
and then I ask, whether I am not sufficiently warranted to take 
my (ground in the middle of the second century 1 I certainly 
am, and shall accordingly build my reasoning upon this con-? 
cession. 

It is a maxim in moral science, that no man acts, or can act, 
without a motive. Now, what is the motive that influenced a 
few of the Presb3rters to attempt an assumption of superiority 
over thehr brethren ? Was it a desire of temporal power ? That 
was eoticely out of the question, without the aid of civil authority, 

i Ordinem epiieopalem erne juris Apostolici, Ac, 
k Lib. de anima cura inUr»cripaiL Ang. p. 380. 

1 Non earn fui«M tunc cqualitatem inter fJccI^iae ministros, qain unvui aliqi4a 
•Qtlioritat* ot cooiilio prstMt, 
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And every one knows, that kind of authority was exerted for the 
I destruction of the Church. Was it the love of wealth ? None 

1 resulted from the acquisition, or could result from it. The 

t people were generally poor, and the Bishops, as well as the Pres- 

I byters and Deacous, were maintained out of the offerings at the 

I altar ; and scanty was the fare that proceeded from that source. 

I, Was it theiove of ease and security ? That could not be ; for 

t episcopal superiority greatly increased the labours of the Bishops, 

! and exposed them to almost certain destruction. "As soon 

I i^yp Bishop Skinner) as an edict passed for persecuting the 

Christians in any part of the Church, the Bishops were imme- 
diately aimed at, as the most guilty persons, and the first that were 
exposed to the fury of their persecutors. As their danger was 
thus imminent, their labour too was often no less severe ; for 
upon them was laid the principal care of the flock, which fre^ 
quently required the greatest vigilance and attention in the shop-- 
herd."" If^ then, neither dominion, nor wealthy nor ease, nor 
security, could possibly be the motive for so daring an attempt, 
as to deprive the Presbyters of their most sacred rights, those 
ambitious spirits, as you deem them, must have acted without 
any motive, which i» evidently inconsistent with the very nature 
and constitution of the human mind. 

You seem. Sir, to rest your plausible theory upon the desire 
of pre-eminence, which, you say very justly, is natural to man. 
You need not have quoted any instances from Scripture to prove 
this. It is universally acknowledged — universally felt. But 
what sort of pre-eminence is it that man so much pants after 1 
Is it temporal pre-eminence, that is attended with power, and 
wei^th, and splendour ? Or is it spiritual pre-eminence, which, in 
the early ages of the Church, brought to the possessor, none of 
these things ; but on the contrary, brought with it increased 
labour, and almost certain destruction ? No one can be at a loss 
to determine which. A little, brief, spiritual authority, generally 
accompanied with bonds, and imprisonment, and death, in the 
most horrible forms, has very few charms, even to those in whose 
breasts the love of power operates strongly. No, Sir, it is the 
love of temporal pre-eminence which so universally actuates 
human nature ; which gratifies so highly the pride of man. This 
was the kind of pre-eminence which the sons of Zebedee re- 
quested from the hands of their master. They had not, at the 
time they made this request, the most distant conception of the 
spiritual nature of Christ's kingdom. They supposed that he 
was to be a temporal prince, and that his kingdom was to.be 
altogether of this world. Hence their strife which of them 
should be accounted the greatest. Had they known that 
Chrmt's kingdom was not to he of this world, we should not 
have heard of any strife for that pre-eminence, which brought 
with it greater labour, and exposed to greater sufferings. So dif- 

m 4nfi^er to J^. CamfbeW$ l^ture; p. 240, Sword's edit. 
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teent WM the pre-emloeiiee which the Apostles had In vievr, 
and tiiat which was acquired by the first Bishops ! The one is 
at all tioies gratifyini? to human natare ; the other, nnder such 
circomstanoes as have been mentioned, alwa3r8 forlnddingr and 
refmlsiTe. *' It would be the height of folly to suppose that any 
Presbyters, however inordinate their ambition, would seek dis- 
tinction on the rack and at the stake, would usurp stations where 
relentless persecution would Inevitably assail them.'^ No ; 
human nature loves itself too well for that kind of distinetioii. 
A wish fdr pre-eminence is natural, when it brings its nsaal 
ipratifications ; but where is the man that wishes it, when it Mngs 
m its train every thing appalling to human nature ? 

When we thus examine the constitution of the human mind, 
and perceive from our own constant and invariable experience, 
that man cannot possibly act without motives ; and when we 
take a view of the circumstances of the primitive Church, whidb, 
for three ages, was harassed and tormented with bloody perseco- 
tions, it appears to me impossible, to name any thing like a 
motive to attempt the usurpation of episcopal pow^. £v«i to 
fancy, a motive is not very obvious ; but if it were, men of 
undentanding will not indulge fancy at the expense of common 
sense. 

But this, Sir, although enough, is not all. You acknowledge, 
that the Church, till the middle of the second centnry, preserved 
her purity. How then, consistently with this state of things, 
could a few of her Presbyters have devised the wicked project 
of depriving their brethren of their most sacred rights ? Suri^y, 
men of such distinguished virtue and piety as the Bishops of 
that period are universally acknowledged to have been, could not 
have entertained a thought so inconsistent with a pure conscience, 
with peace of mind, and with the hope of futile happiness. 
Could men, who displayed all the meekness and humility of 
Christians, have attempted a plan of domination so completely 
at variance with these virtues 7 Could men, who endured every- 
thing for the sake of Christ, violate his sacred institution^ 
Could men, who, to save themselves from the most excruciating 
torments, would not offer incense at the idol altars, deliberately 
associate for the purpose of acquiring a trilling authority over 
their brethren ? What ! conscientious in every thing relating 
to Christian purity, to Christian manners ; and yet profligate 
as to the constitution of the Christian Church ! Gross inconsis- 
tency I Palpable contradiction ! No, Sir. If there are any fixed 
principles in human nature, any motive of human actions, any 
desire of self-preservation, any regard to consistency of charae* 
ter, any fear of a guilty conscience, any dread of future misery j 
the first Bishops were not usurpers, but the true and legitimise 
possessors of Apostolical pre-eminence. 



n HoBABT's Apology, p. 208. This book ought to be in the hands of every chnrch« 
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Further still. SuppcMing this chimeriesl plan of depming the 
Presbyters of those powers to which they were entitled by the 
appointment of their Lord and Master, should have entered 
into the minds of a few ambitious Presbyters, how, in the name 
of common sense, was it to be effected? They had not the civil 
authority to aid them. Was it done by the power of eloquence? 
Did Cicero and Demosthenes ever persuade men out of their 
senses? Was it possible for the few usurpers to persuade the 
Presbyters, and Deacons, and people, that Christ left his 
Church under an episcopal government, but that by some leger- 
demain it was changed into a Presbyterian, and that, therefore, 
it was a duty to revive the primitive institution ? I acknowledge 
that these ai^e silly questions ; but I shelter myself under the 
silliness of the hypothesis which obliges me to ask them. If 
you answer in the affirmative, they are silly to excess % but if in 
the negative, they are pertinent and conclusive. 

We have now got a step farther. The first Bishops had no 
conceivable motives for usurping ecclesiastical superiority, and 
they were too virtuous and pious to attempt it ; but, if they had 
attempted it, there was no possibility of effecting it. 

T^e latter assertions will appear with still brighter evidence, 
if possible, from the following observations. 

The clergy and people of the second century, when this 
extraordinary revolution is supposed to have taken place, knew 
as well under what government the Apostles left the Church, as 
you or I do what was the government of our respective Churches 
a hundred years ago. There was not any possibility of mistake, 
or of doubt, about the matter. Well, then, what could have 
induced the clergy and people to submit to an alteration ? There 
must have been some reason for it. What was it ? Were they 
bought by the first Bishops ? Poor men ! their office afforded 
them but a scanty income for themselves and their families. 
Were they over-reached by subtle arts, and outwitted by supe- 
rior talents ? So you seem to think. You inform us, ' that the 
nations over which the Christian religion was spread with so 
much rapidity, were sunk in deplorable ignorance. Grossly 
iUiterate, very few were able to read ; and even to these few, 
manuscripts were of difficult access. At that period, popular 
eloquence was the great engine of persuasion ; and where the 
character of the mind is not fixed by reading, and a consequent 
habit of attentive and accurate thinking, it is impossible to say 
how deeply and suddenly it may be operated upon by such an 
engine. A people of this description, wholly unaccustomed to 
speculations and government ; universally subjected to despotic 
rule in the state ; having no just ideas of religious liberty ; alto- 
gether unfurnished with the means of communicating and uniting 
with each other, which the art of printing has since afforded ; 
torn witfi dissensicms among themselves, and liable to be turned 
about with every wind of doctrine ; such a people could offer 
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Wide resiftanee to those who were ambitious of ecclesiastical 
power.'* 

This, l%r, is all very fine ; and to those who know no better, I 
suppose very instructive and convincing. But, Sir, if it -were 
even true, it would no more account for the revolution from 
presbytery to episcopacy, than for the revolution of the heavenly 
bodies. Does it require literature and science, to enable men to 
determine under what kind of government they have always 
lived? In the state, is it necessary for men to be philosophers 
and cultivators of the arts, in order to determine whether they 
live imder a kingly or republican form of government? In tbe 
Church, cannot they tell whether they are governed by Bishops, 
or by Presbyters, acting with equal authority, unless they are 
learned ? Ought they not to confide in what they every day see 
and hear, unless they are acquainted with philosophy, and 
mathematics, and political science? Surely, Sir, if the clergy 
and people were ignorant and unenlightened by literature, stiU 
they did not lose their senses, and their understandings ! If they 
were unacquainted with books, still they must have been well 
acquainted with the official characters of those, who, in spu 
rituals, ruled over them. Here there was no possibility of any 
mistake. A few learned men could never have made them 
believe, that the Church had not always been presbyterian, when 
thousands of them must have been born in the apostolic age, and 
have been children of the earliest converts of Christianity. If 
presbjrtery had been the institution of the Apostles, all the 
Christians of the second century knew it well, and no eloquence 
could ever have persuaded them to the contrary. Nay, Sir, if 
they were even as ignorant as you represent them, and much 
more so, this very circumstance would have made them more 
tenacious of what they deemed sacred institutions. The history 
of mankind evinces, that ignorance and obstinacy are generally 
united. The most ilhterate and unpolished nations are the most 
inveterate in their resentment against those who attempt to 
deprive them of any thing connected with reUgion. And, on the 
other hand, the more learned and scientific a nation is, the more 
speculative and projecting it is. In the eyes of such a people, 
old institutions are less venerable than in the eyes of an unen- 
lightened people. New things captivate because they are con- 
sidered as proofs of genius ; and old things tire and disgust, 
because they check genius, and circumscribe talents. The 
ignorance, then, which you ascribe to the early ages of Chris- 
tianity, were you even perfectly correct in what you say, instead 
of diminishing, would increase the difficulties which attend a 
supposition of a change of government. 

But, Sir, whatever may become of this reasoning, whether it 
be thought conclusive or not, it is very certain that you hare 
given your readers a very tociful picture of the second and 
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liiird centatiea Ltteiiature was • not so low^nor tgnaranee :8o 
prevaient, as you represent ifc. Eloquence And poetry had indeed 
dedined in Greece and Rome ;* but stili. literature. and philosophy 
wem far from being extinguished. The second and third cen- 
turies furnished several good writers in the Christian Chun^-^- 
TerCuttian, Arnoiittts, Irenaeus, Clemens of Alexandria. CM-igeh, 
Cyprian, uid several others^ We meet with no coibplaint c^a 
want, of knowledge in those ages, nor for several ag^s following. 
There was quite sufficient for every religious purpose,, and for 
preserving the ^niiy «f the faith in the bond of peace, . 

,Nor was the second century, in winch your best writera^/imcy 
C|H0CO|>acy wasintfoduced, in any degree distinguished for oon- 
tentioii and schism, as you assert. ^ Perhaps there oevel* w»3 a 
jame peaceable period of the Christian Church. I do not reeolr 
l^ta single-eontroversy that prodliced any mischievous- effects. 
The dispute about the time of keeping Easter was the only one 
of any^moment i and that was CQndueted without violence, and 
without schism. • Both parties-retained their i^wn custom till tbei. 
cetuneil of Nice, which happily temiinated the dispute. 
- And here let me niake an observatioil, which, I think, ought 
lo carry conviction to ev^y mind, ^f the eastern and western 
jChurches were so tei\aeious of such an unessential point as the 
time of keeping a festival, that neither woul4 yield to the other, 
how ia it j^assible to suppose, 4hat all the clergy and people 
throughout the! Christian World would have quietly submitted to 
«i alteration of that sacred regimen, which Christ had estab- 
lished- in his Church? And, further, how is it possible to sup> 
pose, that whei^ we^ have so minute an account of thi9 contro- 
versy, whidi in itself wasx)/ no-mateilal consequence, we should 
not have (»ie single testimony in sfll anti(|tkity, that the Chu|t$h 
was changed from a presbyterian to ah episcopal regimen ? This 
is a i^nderful circumstance. In the second and third centuries 
we have detailed accounts of the progress of h^esies, of seisms, 
<lf ' disputes between . Bishops, and between Presbyters and 
Bishops^ but not the 'least hint of a change- which deprived the 
Presbyters of their most sacred rights, ana which, therefore, was 
calculated to produce. the most violent convulsions throughout 
the Chcistiai^ world. Sir, I could as easily b^i^ve all'tt^^iidtions 
Oi the Aratdan Night^^ Entertainnuents^'^oi f^n Quia:otte; of 
ChiUiver^M Travels, pi Amadis <^ Gaul, as believe this>tory . It 
is incredible<^it is unreasonable. /Yet it seems any account of 
the i&atter wiU do, when a hypothesis is t^ be served; when 
those pASsions are to.be consulted which always-entwiae them* 
Selves, with principles oncc avowed, and With intelrests ^ohcie 
estaMished. . * 

Let OS now see^how you. surmount all thcise difficulties. The 
«ensideration.of this point i^all occupy the jQirst part of my next 
letter. 

Vol. 1,-23 
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Rxr. Sir: 

Your tnanner of aecotiating for the Qilence of the primilii^ 
writers with respect to arevolution in the government or the 
Christian Church, is as follows : ' Nor is it wonderful that we 
find so little said concerning those usinrpations in the early recxirds 
of antiquity. There was .probably but litUe written on the sub- 
ject ; since those who were most ambitious to shine as writers, 
were most hltely to be forward in making unecriptural claims 
themselves : and, of course, would be little disposed to recotd 
their own sname. It id likewise probable, that the little that was 
Written on such a subject, would be lost ; because the art of print- 
ing being unknown, and the trouble and expehse of multiplying 
copies being only incurred for the sake of possessing interesting 
and popular works, it was not to be expected tk%t writings so 
hostde to the ambition and vices of the clergy would be much 
read, if it were possible to suppress them. And when to these 
circumstances we add, that literature, after the fourth century, 
was chiefly in the hands of ecclesiastics; that many important 
works written in tjie three first centuries, are known to he loat^ 
and that of the few which remain, some are acknowledged on all 
hands to have been grossly corrupted, and radically mutilated, 
we cannot wonder that so little in explanation of the various 
ste|)9 of clerical usurpation has reached our times.'" 

It seems, thea, from this account, that we are not to look for 
any records of this wonderful usurpation ; because those who 
were the most capable of writing, would be the very men who 
woiild most probably have usurped episcopal pre-emin^ce; and 
they would not, you think, record their own shame. Bnl were 
there none who were capable of writing, but the comparativeiir 
small number o£ Usurping Bishops ? Was the eloquent Tertuf- 
lian one of the usurpers? Has not he left various writings? 
Has he given any hint about this anti-cbristian usurpatiou'^- 
Would he have 'recorded his own shame' by so doing f Nay, 
Sir, has tiot this Presbyter, who had every motive to brand with 
infamy these usurpers, declared in the most explicit terms, thai 
all spiritual power is derived from, episcopal ordination ? That 
neither Presbyter nor Deacon has a right to baptize without the 
Qishop's authority? Does not he challenge the heretics to pro- 
duce a list of iheir Bishops from the. Apostles, as the Cathoiics 
eotild r What could have induced TertuUian to be silent with 
reispect to this usurpation, if it had ever existed ? Or rather, 
what could have induced him to assert such a shameless fiedse- 
hood, as that episcopacy was of apostolical institution, if it was 
not a notorious fact ? What 4^0 could have induced the learned 
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Clemene of Alexandria to be silent upon thbi point ?. Was he 
one of the usurping Bishops? Would he haVe * recorded his 
own shame'' by lifting up his voice against the usurpation ? Or 
rather, would he not have been highly culpable, if he had been 
silent 1 iBut we h^ar no remonstrance from him. On the con- 
trary, we find him declaring that the Apostles left three orders 
in the Church — Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. We have th« 
same testimony from the profoundly learned Origen. He also 
was l)ut a Presbyter ; and therefore, one of the sufferers under 
this unchristian domination. He had,^too, a peculiar motive fOr 
unmasking the imposition. He conceived himself to have been 
iU treated by his Bishop. 'Yet, irritated as he was, he declare* 
episcopacy to be of divine appointment. Did he not know how 
the matter was ? Was he an idiot, or a knave .1 Was he afraid 
to tell the truth, or had he any motive for telling a lie ? Surely, 
Sir, we have got to a strange pass, when such monstrous fictions 
are imposed upon mankind ! 

But why are the Christian Bishops to be'excluded from bear- 
ing their testimony to episcopacy? Oh ! * they were the usurp- 
ers, and of course could not record their own shame.' Was 
Ignatius a usurper ? Does the man who had been forty yeafs 
Bishop of Antioch, who had been ordained to that pfRce by apos- 
tolic imposition of hands, and who encoiintered for the sake of 
Christ, death in one of its most horrible forms, deserve that chsh 
racter,? Did he, virtuous and pious ashe wais, go out of the world 
with a lie in his mouth ? Did this martyr, who declares over and 
over again, that the office which he bore was of divine institution, 
•record his own shame? Was Polycarp, the venerable arid pious 
Bishop of Smyrna, one of those usurping Prelates ? He must 
have had a principal hand in the business, if Blondel and th0 
Westminster divines have guessed right ; for he lived at the 
very time when, they say, this flagitious revolution was effected^ 
Was this distinguished character, who recommended in strong 
terms the epistles of Ignatius,. in which the divine right of epis- 
copacy; is repeatedly asserted, and who, from recommending 
them, must have been of the same opinion; was, I say^ Poly- 
carp one of those ' usurper^' I Did he go out of the world, tri- 
umphing in the flames^ and exulting in the hope of happiness, 
when he had ijpon his soul the guilt of destroying that sacred 
regimen which Christ left iruhis Church? Was he tenacious 
pf the time of keeping Easter, which was of no material con- 
sequence ; but regardless of the constitution of the Christian 
Church i If these questions will admit of an answer in tl\,e 
affirmative, then the nature of man is totally different frpm what 
it was in the early ages of the Church. At that time, great 
events were not recorded, while the most insignificant were. 
At that time, revolutions were effected by simple volition; but 
ev«r since,- they have required vigorous action. Then the 
government of the Church was subverted without the least 
BOtice, noise, or contention ; but now it would eiKcite the great-^ 
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est commotions, and most virulent animosities. In that ag^^ 
nen loved misery ; but now they abhor it. T^hen art and intrigue 
possessed magical power,. and were irresistible; now, their infln- 
enee may be effectually counteracted. In short, a total revoiution 
has taken fdace in the human mind, as well as in the Churclu 
Its principles, its motives, its feelings, its powers, have under- 
gone a complete change. ' 

Surely, Sir, I need not go on naming other distinguished lights 
of the Church in the second and third centuries. I need not say 
any thing about Hegesippus, and Justin Martyr^ and Melito, and 
Polycrates, and TheophUus, and Irenaeus, and several others . in 
the second century; and Miltiades, and Minutius Feliic, and 
Alexander of Jerusalem, and Cyprian, and Cornelius, and m^ny 
more in the third century ; several of whom left writings behind 
t|^em, in which there is not a tittle about a change of* govern- 
ment; and all of them were men of distinguished piety, eminent 
virtue, and respectable talents. To talk of these men beinff either 
usurpers themselves, or encouragers of usurpation, eiUier by 
word or deed, in others ; or of even keeping silence during Its 
progress, or after it took place, is such an outrage comnutted 
upon probability, that it is inconceivable to me how any one can 
possibly be guilty of it. Yet such is the fact, thUt you are guilty 
of it, whether it can be accounted for, or not. 

You go on^ Sir, in the same unvaried strain of conjecture and 
fancy. ,You think it ' probable that the little that wbs writt^z 
on such a subject, [a change of government,! would be lost; 
b^ause the art of printing being unknown, and the trouble and 
expense of multiplying copies being only incurred ibr the sake 
of possessing interesting^ and poptUar works, it was not to lie 
expected that writings so hostile to the ambitious views of the 
clergy, would be much read, if it were possible to suppress 
them.' It seems, then, that you know, or at least .think it pro 
bable, that in several works which are lost, there was sonie 
account of this revolution. Was there ever such an argument 
as this Trom a man who wishes to be deemed a reasoner! At 
this rate, what is to become of the best attested facts? A sceptic 
has nothing to do but to say, ^ it is probable that the lit^ that 
was written' in opposition to those facts, is lost ; but if we had 
those writings, it is very likely that we should have a very dif- 
ferent story. Or if the art of printing had been known, it is very 
probable that those books which contradict the alleffed facts, 
would have been so much multiplied as to preclude their total 
destruction, and then those pretended facts would appear gross 
iihpositions. "What a sweeping way of reasoning is this ! Might 
not the Deists, at this rate, argue against the Gospel history, thai 
* perhaps there were accounts published concerning our Messed 
Satioub by good hands, directly contrary to those in tiie Oo^ 
pels now extant, although they are entirely lost, as many books 
of the adversaries of Christianity are known to 6e ? And how 
eiMiily may they argue 'against the reasonableness 4»f our reedr^ 
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ing the.bookid of tbe New Testament upon the tedtimony of tiie 
&thers, that ^ we know not what they, ad] thought; that many of 
them are lost, which, perhaps, contradicted the testifnony of the 
remaining part?' Would it not be a sufficient reply to such per*^ 
sons, that " nothing can be more unreasonable than to reject the 
concurrent testimony of all, or most of the .writers extant, upon 
so groundless a supposition as this J Nay, that it is more reason- 
able to think, that the writers not extant, bore witness to the 
sapae things, and that if, they believe any thing upon the testir 
mony of past wr^iters, they ought in reason to believe this^ 
because the same surmises lie against all historians ?''*^ 
; I have now, I flatter myself, proved the extreme weakness of 
your reasoning to show the possibility, and probability of a. 
change from presbytery to episcopacy. And if the human 
mind cannot act without motives ; if no motive can possibly be 
assigned consistently with the universally acknowledged princi- 
ples of huihan actions ; . if a change which deprived the Pres- 
byters of the Church of their most sacred rights, was in the 
highest degree calculated to produce the most violent opposition, 
and the most rancorous enmity— if, notwithstanding, no opposir 
tion was excited, and not a hint given by any writer of antiquity 
that such a revolution took place j but, on the contrary, if every 
author who mentions the subject, founds episcopacy upon apOs- 
tQlical institution ; then the conclusion is irresistible, that no 
change took place ; but tha^ from the beginning of the Christian- 
Church th^e was no such thing as parity, but a real distinction 
of office and character, ' . ^ 

Notwithstanding the reasoning upon which I rest this contu- 
sion is drawn from the nature of the human mind, from the well 
known circumstances of the Church in the second and third cen*^ 
turies, from the universally acknowledged virtue and piety of 
those who must necessarily have been concerned in this ^igi- 
tious usurpation, and from the totkl silence of aU antiquity upon 
the subject; y€t, you venture to assert that a change was not 
only practicable and probable^ but that it aetttaUy took place* 
Well, Sir, let us now try this point. 

And here I would observe, that all you have said to prove that 
a change actaaUy took place, is nothing more than you had said 
in different parts of your book; to which I have given a very 
particular answer. But a^ you have, by Way of ^ recapitulation, 
again brought to view the same points^ it may be expedient for 
me to repeat, in as concise a manner as possible, my replies. 

1. You urge the indiscriminate use of .Scripture titles. Th^ 
has been fully answered over and over again; It haa beeifi 
evinced, that the community of names amounts to nothing. at all, 
.There were, during the lives of the Apostles, three orders in the 
tjhurch— Apostles, Bishops or Presbyters, and Deacons; and in 
the next age^ the successors of the Apostles were ^ty led Bi^bps^ 

^ KOAQLXT's Brief DtftMe of EfiMoptd OrdiiMtion^ p. IS. 1^. ^ 
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wkQ had TiikbN* them, Prefl|>3rter8 asd Deaeons. Tbis is gene* 
rally the language used by the writers of all a|es succeeding^ the 
Irst ; and whenever the lathers style a Bishop a Presbyter, 
which is very seldom, it- is done with propriety, as the greater 
implies the less. ^'It is not necessary to repeat the proof of 
tliMe positions. They will, therefore, be assumed as estaWshad 
points." But when you tell us, that, ' in the writings of :the third 
century, we begin to perceive a style of expression indicatiiig a 
commencement of a distinction between Bishops mid Presbyters/ 
you assert what has been abundantly proved to be erroneous; 
for I have shown that the writers of the second century, partieU' 
larly Ignatius, used the same distinctive language; and that 
arose not from * a change in the nature of the office,^ bnt.from 
the fact, that the Bishops succeeded to the Apostolical pre-emi* 
nence ; and that, therefore, there was no alteration in the regi^ 
men of the Church, as Presbyterian writers gratuitously assert 

2. You. repeal your declaration, that Jerome, Hilary, and 
Chrysostom, writers of the fourth century, maintaiii that a 
change took place after the apostolic age ; but I have showm 
ffom their express assertions,, that they held episcopacy to bean 
apostolic institution ; and their testimonies * are so pointed and 
unquestionable, and so formally stated, that they must silence 
even prejudice and sophistry themselves. Were not these 
learned men as likely to understand the subject on which- they 
wrote as any of the present day ? Is it credible that they should 
be totally deceived concerning a fact, which, if it did not fafl 
uqdpr their own observation, must have been personally wit- 
uOTcd by their predecessors 1 1t is not credible. Yet unless we 
suppose these writers to have been either deceived or dishonest,'* 
tiie episcopal form of Church government, was of apostolie and 
divine institution. 

3. You observe that * Prelacy was first embraced in populous 
and wealthy cities.' Tliis is perfectly correct. It was ifrst 
embraced in Jerusalem, Antioch, Rome, Alexandria, &c. ; and, 
from these' seats of primitive purity, it spread into the neigh.*- 
bouring countries, and became general. 

. You next observe, that ' Hilary and others declare that many 
of the African Presbyters continued to exercise the ordaining 
power until the middle of the fourth century.' I have fuMy 
proved, in my second letter, that Hilary says no such thing. 
The word he uses is coTisi^nantj not ordinant. Ckinsifpio was 
generally applied to bapUsm, sometimes to confirmation j. but 
perhaps never to ordination. Who the others are that bear this 
testimony, you have not told us, and, therefore, it is needless to 
inquire. If ^oti, Sir, have discovered any thing of this fund, it is 
more than any of your predecessors discov^ed. Hie secret 
was certainly worth disclosing. 
Next, Sir, you infoim us, thf^ ' th^ Churches in )9cotlaA4 
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letmaiDdd: Pre^fr^rtafi' in their gDvertimcoit, from themtrodiw^ 
tion of Christianity into that country, in (jie second eentuiy, 
nn^ the Jifth century,, when PaUadius succeeded in introducing^ 
diocesan Bishops ;' and you say, in a note, that ^ this fact i» 
ascertained by the writings of Major, Fordon, and Ardibishop 
Udl«er/ Well, Shr, if this be true, here is something- that^ looks 
like an eoeception to the general rule and practice, from what^ 
ever cause it proceeded. But if this whote story should tum 
out to be a mere fiction^ it will ceirtainly put you into ft veryv 
unpleasant predicament. Let us give this point a fair examinnH 
tion, and see how tlie matter will terminate. 

It iff, I believe, universally acknowledged, that the first inhale* 
tants of North-Britain, of whom we have any records, were the 
Picts, who are supposed to have been a colony from 8eandina- 
via« According to Bede, who wrote seven huridred years before 
Fordon, the South Piets were converted to the Christian faith in 
the year il2, by Nennianus, a British Bishop, who had been 
educated at Rome, and who, of course, would plant episcoplicy 
among them, t know it may be said, upon the authority of 
Prosper, a contemporary writer, that Pope Ccriestine sent, in 
the year 431:, Palladius, whom he 'ordained a Bishop, to the 
Scots that believed, in Christ. Now^ the question is, who are 
meant by tke Scots? According to Usher, Stillin gfleet, Lloyd, 
and, I believe, the generality of historfansv those whd are now 
called Scots, are the descendants of a colony from Ireland^ 
which was ancien tly called Scotia, If so , Pallad i us' missicm was 
not to the people now called'Seots, buf tbt the people of Ireland; 
One thing is beyond dispute, because all history asserts it, that 
Palladius did preach the Gospel in that country before St 
Patrick, and. converted a few to the Christian faith. And it 
appears from another passage quoted by Bishop -Lloyd from 
Irosper, that this is the true sense of the passage judt produced. 
" ^ Co^estine having ordained a Bishop for the Scots, wfaUe ha 
endeavours to keep the Roman island Catholic^ hath also made 
tiie barbarous island Christian.' Where, as by the Moman 
island, he means Britain, which other writers likewise call by 
that name ; so, by the barbarous island opposed to it, he means 
ireland."<^ Bi^op Lloyd, to settle this point, quotes sovend 
o&er authorities. First, Nennius, who says^ that " Bishop F^ 
ladius was sent at first (before Patrick) by Cc^lestine, the ^maa 
Bi^op and Pope, to convert the Scots to Christ ^" adding, that 
" PaUadiuB went from Irelandj and came into Britain, and dM 
there in the land of the Picts."* Lloyd n«xt quotes Probos^ kt 
the life of St. Patrick. " Palladius had been sent there (befors 
him) by Pope Coelestine to convert this island ; but God^ hin-^ 
dered him from ccniverting that nation (of the Soots;) fbr these 
rugged and wild men would not receive his doctrine, noF wevtM* 
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he stay any longer time in « land wfakh- was not his ; but was 
disposed to return to him that sent him ; and when in order to 
this, Palladius had passed the sea, and was come to the ccnlfines 
of the Picts, there he died."' Lloyd gives ns also a similar tes- 
timony from Joc^in,' who says, " Because the Irish believed not 
his (Palladius') preaching, but most obstinately opposed him, he 
departed from their country ; and in his way to Rome, he died 
in Britain, near the confines of the Picts."*" And J^loyd farther 
obsenres, that ^' it was above one hundred and twenty years, that 
the North Picts still continued in their Gentilism. And then, about 
the year 660, St. Columba, who was a Scot, catne ov^r out of Ire- 
land, and having obtained the isle of Hy, where he founded a 
monastery, he and the monks that he brought with him, con- 
verted King Brudius and his nation to the faith of Christ."* 

It appears now. Sir, from these testimonies, that the people 
of North Britain were not (as you say) converted to the Chris* 
tian faith in the second century, but in the beginning of the fifth, 
by Nennianus, a British Bishop, who, of course, -would put Uie 
CShurch under an episcopal regimen ; and that Palladius was not 
the planter of episcopacy among them, he having been sent by 
Ccelestine to Ireland, where he stayed but a short time, in conse- 
quence of the little success he had in that country. 

I know of ^nothing that can be opposed to this, but the iesU* 
mony of Fordon. I^ us examine what he says, and then we 
shaU be at no loss to determine how the matter stands. 

This writer was a, Priest of the diocese of St. Andrews, and 
Chaplain of the Church of Aberdeen. He lived in .the time of 
the kings Robert the Second and Ttiird, and compiled llie 
History of the Scots in five books, bringing it down to the deatii 
of King David the First, in 1153 ; which, with continuations by 
other hands to the death of James the First, in 1437, is commonjy 
known by the title of tScotichronican, or the Scots Chronicle^ 
Now, says Skinner in his Ecclesiastical History,^ " all he saya 
on the subject is, that in the seventh year of the Emperor 
Severus, Victor, the first of the name, and fourteenth after St. 
Peter^ an African^ and son of one Felix, sat in the papal chaur 
ten years, two months, and twelve days. Under him the Scots 
received the Christian faith in the year of our Lord 203." Tliis, 
it^een^s is all the information that can be got from Forddn. 
He quotes no authorities; and as he lived one thousand, one 
hundred years after the supposed conversion of the Scots, and 
contradicts authors who lived some centuries before him, his 
assertion, that Scotland was Christianiised in the beginning of the 
third century, is not entitled to the least regard. 

About one hundr^i and forty years after Fordon, came out 
Hector Boece's history of Scotland, in the year 15126. He rqpieala 
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ihd sane story, withtlie enbelliMfmeDt of an. entbassy to Viotor 
fN)0i Donald, a king of Boece's, or some other person's creating ;• 
for there is no evidence that there existed at that time any king 
by thatnanie. Skinner says, ^ Boece was obliged to coin a king' 
of his own : for hitherto he had met with no such name, not in: 
any of the traditional genealogies of the old Sharmo/Chies (or 
Bards) nor in Fordon's history, which, though he had it in« 
his possession, he never once mentions ; nor in the history 
which he. himself says Bishop Elphinstone wrote, and whieh he 
proposes to fellow 5 nor in the Breviary of Aberdeen^ dr&wtk' 
up and printed by that Bishop's order, in 1409 ; in none of which, 
is a word of a King Donald, or an^ thing looking that way. 
And if so, what becomes of all the subsequent plans that we 
meet with of Church af&irs in Boece and his followers; sueh as 
King Crathilinth's ejecting the Druids out of Man, and' planting 
Christian clergy jn their room, and the like ? And what stress 
can be laid upon the accounts of Church government, given us* 
in consequence of such an unsupported hypothesis, by some of 
our professed historians, that in these old times the Scots werei 
instructed in the feith by Priests and Monks without Bishops ??»»• 

But, Sir, were I to admit Fordon^s testimopy in its full force, 
it, would* be of no dteservice to «*i nor of any advantage toydw. 
He says, that the Scots were converted to ChrisUahity in the 
year aOB, under tho direction of Pope Vicior. This^ by the 
acknowledgment of your ablest writers, is fifty year^ after the 
general introduction of episcopacy; and therefore^ we- must of 
necessity conclude, that the Church of Scotland Was established- 
under that form of goviernment. 

You go on, ^r, in the same strain of misconception and' 
mifinrepresentation. You say, ' It also appears, from the numt 
authentic history, that the country Churches generally raain^ 
tained the primitive plan of government much longer than those^ 
of the cities, and were from one to two centuries later in receive 
ing episcopacy as a superior order. The ministers of these 
country congregations were called Chorepiscopi, or country 
Pishops, They continued to exercise full episcopal powei^ a 
considerable time after the Pi^sbyters within and near the.gt^at 
cities had become subject to dioeesans , until at length the influ* 
ence of the Bishop of Rome, and of some pther ambitiowur 
Prelates, procured a decree of the Council of Sardia to supprettf* 
the CAore/>Mco/n entirely.' 

Here, Sir, you take for granted what you certainly ought Uy 
have fully proved, viz. That the Chorepiscopi wer^ taere^ 
j^esbyters. But no; you have said it, and that is proof suffix 
cient Had yon consulted such r^pectable authors as Barlow^ 
Hammpnd, Beveridge^vand Cave, perhaps you Would have 
rec^ved some benefit from the perusal. Had you only con^- 
suited Bingham, yon would hiRfe found him: asserting ttiat^ 



extending^ tte power of |lie Blaho|>8; aoi ^ tbev-ottier^ ietr 
-restraining the eDcroachmeiHs of tbose wbose ambkiotk had be- 
j^&me inordinate and offensive.' 

This account, were it even correct^ is nothing i^ tl»i point in 
debate* Restraining the, encrpachments of Bishops^ or giraidvalLy 
extending their power, proves. that there were Bishops, whose 
power was restrained, or .extended ; and as we know that th^e 
were provincial councils convened in the second eeniury, then 
ihe canons of those councils relating to. the Bishops of tlrat age, 
prove the existence <of' Bishops. -And, notloubt, those. casons 
form a part of that evidence, which induced your most learned 
writers to concede^ that episcopacy became the governtueat. of 
the Church in the second ce9tury. And thus, the very eaiskons 
oT which you speak, instead of disproving, eooipietely prove the 
antiquity of epjpcopNal regimen. What a curiosity io' the regi(m 
of «?ontroversy is this ! , All the councils, of which we have any 
' >account, were composed o f Bishops. These councils sometimes 

^iind it necessary to check episcopal encroaehmentiP i at otiier 
times, to extend episcopal jurisdiction ; therefore, the Bisbops 
who were the objects of Uiose canons,, did not. exist This is 
strange. Jt appears to me that, on the eontraiy^ most -men would 
say, they did exist. Could you, Sir, produce the. decree' of a 
/coupcil oT, l^resbytersj establishing Over thei^selyes and the 
people^ episcopal superiors ; then. indeed w^ should hav« a clear 
account of the origin of ep'rscop,acy^ posterior to the apostolie 
age f and this is what in reason ought to be produced fay these 
who talk about the human Invention of episcopacy. But ho 
mortal has eyer produced such a decree of ihe universal Church ; 
and, therefore; if we bad no other argument than *A*s, for the 
"apostolic origin of episcopacy, it seem? to me that it would be 
quite sufficient to convince an unprejudiced mind. Every eSeci 
must haye a cause ; every stream must have a source. Nothing 
less than a decree made by the representaition of the' whole 
Churieh, could have changed aU institution' so highly ii)Eiportaiit 
as that Of the constitution of the Christian ministry; but as no 
such decree can be produced, it fairly follows, that episcopacy 
proceeded from apostolic ^authority. . 

You go on, Sir, under your fburth head, tol rep^t . what you 

had- before observed, ^ that country Bishops should no longer be 

allowed to, ord^ain,' to which an answer has beeii given; and 

further you say, tliat * a canon was enacted that city Presbyters 

^ should not ordain out of their own parisheey without having 

* permission of the city Bishop^.^ And youi? inference from 

' these decrees is, * that Presbyters had been before ^owed to 
ordain 5 and that Bishops were gradually undergoing: a change 
from the parochial^ to the dtWesaw. character.' 

The thirteenth canon of the council of Ancyra is, no doubt, 
that which you had in view. But why, Sir, did you not nmne 
the council and the canon ? You certainly kno^, that w&en a • 
disputant dpes not refer 'to his.a^thprijies, he is not entitled to ai 
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ireply. But, waving^ this, I presume you know that this eanoo. 
has occasioned a great deal of learned disquisition. Both the 
text >and the interpretation are involved in much difficulty^ 
Bingham observes, that ^^ the old translators give a sense to the 
canon different from that of modern expositors." Their sense 
is, that " the city Presbyters shall do nothing without the license 
and authority of the Bishop in any part of the diocese belong- 
ing to his jurisdiction ;"p that is, that they shall do nothing 
belonging to their office ; but ordination never was a part of their 
office; and, therefore, the canon does not comprehend that 
particular. He further observes, that '^ some Greek copies read 
ey irspa vapoiietaj which scems to signify that Presbyters shall not 
officiate in another diocese, without letters dimissory from their 
own Bishop.<i 

There is, undoubtedly, great obscurity in this canon. Dr. 
Hammond observes, that there is a great variety of copies, 
which, when he had carefully compared, he found the canoa 
was maimed, and that two words are wanting to make it. sense, 
and to reconcile it with the universal voice of antiquity. The 
words that should be supplied are rrparruw n, quidpiam facere 
[to do any thing ;] and then the canon will run thus in Latin : 
Sed neque Presbyteris civitatie, sine mandcUo ah Episcopo 
per literas recej>tOy quidpiam facere in unaquaqtie partBcia ; 
1. e. " Neither is it allowed the city Presbyters to do any thing 
without the Bishop's license or direction in any parish (or dio* 
cese.)" This is precisely the doctrine of Ignatius, Tertulllan, 
Cypriaii, Chrysostom, Jerome, the Apostolical Canons, and the 
tenth canon of the council of Antiocn ; and, therefore, it aifords 
reasonable ground of presumption, that Dr. Hammond is right 
in inserting the wordff quiapiam facere, [to do any thing.] He 
confirms this emendation by the versions of IsidoYus Mercator. 
Gentianus Hervetus, (deemed anci«[it by Blondel himself,) ana 
by the 57th canon of the council of Laodicea, which runs in 
almost the same words — Similiter et Presbyteri prceter consi- 
lium Episcopi nihil ag-ant ; i. e. " Likewise, let the Presbyters 
do nothing contrary to the will or counsel of the Bishop.'''^ 

Du Pin also observes, that " this canon is imperfect, and that 
something must be supplied to make it sense ; for what (says he) 
mean these words. Nor to the city Presbyters in another parish 
without the permission of their Bishops 7 Had Priests ever 
power to ordain other Priests in their own churches ? Had 
they ever permission to do it out of their own churches^ by th^ 
Bishop's letters ? Why should not the Suffragans, {Chorepts- 
copi) who were above the priests, haye the same power ? There 
must be something added. See what Dionysiu^ Exiguus added, 

t> Ejt versione DiONTSii Exiaiu : Sed nee Presbyteris ciritatis, sine praeeepto 
Bpiscopi, amplius aliquid imperare, nee sine auctoritate literarum ejus in unaquaqoe 
parochia alipnid a^ere. *" 

q AnHquitiea, Vol. I p. 84, 86. 

r Diaaert. tertia de omnibus Evangeliorum PerioddSj At. «. 9. 
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inhiiirenioii: ' No mpre is it lawful for Priests lo do any lft«i^ 
in the diocese, without the pennisBion of the Bishop in writing.' 
This addition is fdund in the ancient code of the Romish chnrch, 
published by Quesnellns, and in the versioD of Isidore ; and 
Justdlns has restored it in the Greek text of the code of the 
uniTersal Church."* 

The observation of Du Pin, that the text of the canon is in a 
▼ery corrupt state, from the circumstance of its making the city 
PresbjTters to have been allowed to wdain ¥nthout the Bishop's 
license, previously to the passing of the canon, while the Chofre- 
pisoopi, who were true and proper Bishops, were restricted from 
the exercise of that part of their office, carries with it great 
force. There is no way of removing from the canon, the charge 
of inconsistency with the principles and practice of the Church 
at the time when it was formed, but by adding the words, to do 
any thinfif, as has been done by the ablest and best writers, both 
ancient and modem. 

I have dwelt the longer upon this point, to show the very 
singular way you have of settling every thing, however obscure 
and difficult You asseri roundly, and there is an end of the 
matter. But surely, Sir, there must be some among your 
readers, who will not be put off in this way. There must be 
some, however predisposed to receive your assertions, that will 
be staggered when they find adduced so many instances in your 
work of unfair management, and so many proofs given of your 
contradicting well-authenticated facts. Tliis last instance of 
arbitrary decision is not the least, and I beUeve it will not be 
the last, of this very censurable catalogue. 

Before I go on to your fifth head of observations, I would just 
observe, that it is an argument against episcopacy which one 
would not have expect^ from a man of sense ^and a scholar, 
that there have been Bishops who attempted to extend th^ir 
authority beyond its due limits. Yes, Sir, this is undoubtedly 
true: but is it not equally true, that Presbyters and Deacons 
have done the same? With respect to the latter, does not 
Jerome tell you so 1 And with respect to the former, is not 
history full of it ? I name but one of these Presbjrters— Calvin, 
(supposing him to.be such) the Apostle of Geneva. Consider 
his conduct, and be silent forever. 

Under your fifth head ypu say,—* The gradual diminution of 
the number of Bishops, after the first three centuries, serves to 
confirm the fact for which I am contending. The great number 
of Bishops found in the early ages of the Church, was remarked 
in a former letter. They appear to have been as numerous 
within two or th^ee centuries of the apostolic age, as modem 
parish ministers. But as we recede from that period, we fin4 
their number gradually diminishing, in exact proportion as their 
claims and honours became extended. In the island of Crete, 

• E€cU». BLat. YoL I. p. 249. 
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where we are informed that in early times there were one 
hundred Bishops, in a few centuries afterwards we find hut 
twelve. In a small district in Asia, where, in the third century, 
there were settled one hundred and five Bishops, in two or three 
centuries their number was reduced to nine. — What is the 
obvious inference from these facts? That primitive Bishops 
were a very different class of officers from those which bore 
that name three or four centuries afterwards ; and consequently, 
that during this period an important change had ts^en place in 
the character and powers of Bishops.' 

Here, Sir, you give us a story very different from that you 
told us in your fifth letter.* Now, you say, after the ,third cen- 
tury the number of Bishops decreased ; then, you represented 
their numbers in the fourth and fifth centuries as enormously 
great — 

Thick as in spring the flowers adorn the land 

Or leaves the trees i 

One of the councils in the fifth century, you say, was composed 
of six thottsand Bishops, Here then must have been a prodigious 
increase of Bishops, after the period you have assigned for their 
diminution. And in the same century, you assert, that the 
council of a single province in Africa, was composed of between 
five and six hundred Bishops. Where now is the diminution of 
Bishops after the third century ? The fact is, that Bishops in 
the apostolic age were but few, while Presbyters were very 
numerous. There were several Elders at Jerusalem, and but 
one Bishop, St. James. That was also the case at Ephesus, and 
Crete, and Philippi, and Alexandria, and Rome, and other places. 
In the second century, we find the Bishops much increased, in 
consequence of the diffusion of Christianity ; but the PresbytersL 
from the samexause, increased proportionally. This continued 
to be the case during the subsequent ages. The increase of 
Bishops in Africa in particular, after the schism of the Donatists, 
was enormously great; those schismatics placing a Bishop of 
their own, wherever the Catholics had one." But after the 
Boman Empire was torn to pieces by the northern barbarians, a 
considerable change took place. The number of Bishops was 
in some places lessened ; and after the conquest of the Saracens 
in the East, many fiourishing Churches were entirely extin- 
guished, and most of Ihem greatly diminished both as to clergy 
and people. The frequent revolutions which took place in the 
eastern and western empires, produced a constant change in the 
number of Bishops ; generally on grounds of a political nature, 
in no way connected with the spiritual nature of the oflce. But 
what argument can be drawn from all this against the apostoli« 

t Page 198, 199. 

u How strangely is the world altered in this respect ! The very heretics and 
sehismatics took care always to have Bishops ; for they knew that otherwise it 
would be an unanswerable argument against them in the mouth9 of the Catbotiss, 
fvfH, the reverse i6 the case«t precept. 
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oriffin of episcopucy, is beyond my comprehension. Whether 
Biuiops bave been more or less numerous at different periods, 
has no more to do with the origin of their office, than with the 
oriffin of Presbytery, or of Independency. 

What yo« say, Sir, with respect to the island of Crete, and a 
•miQl district in Asia, wants to be supported by competent autho- 
rity. What author says that there were a hundred Bishops in 
that island in early times? Till I saw your book I had never 
heard of it. I have consulted Eusebius in those parts of his 
history in which one would naturally look for such an account. 
But I can find nothing like it. Bingham, who has siyen the 
most correct view of the primitive dioceses, speaks a language 
very different from yours. His words are, " In the isle of Crete^ 
Ciurolus a Sancto Paulo names eleven dioceses. The Notitia of 
Leo Sapiens, in Leunclavius, makes them twelve ; but Hiera- 
petra is there, by mistake of some transcriber, divided into two, 
which being corrected, reduces them to the same number. 
Whence I conclude, this was pretty near the standing number 
for several ages."' 

It now appears, I think, very evident, that you are at variance 
with yourself upon this point ; but putting that out of the ques- 
tion, you are at variance with the best authorities we have upon 
the extent of dioceses, and the number of Bishops in the primi- 
tive ages. But if you were even correct, still your inference with 
respect to the origin of episcopacy has nothing to do with the 
position, that the number of Bishops decreased after the third 
century. That is easily accounted for, from the well known 
events which took place in the Eastern and Western Empires, 
and from that constant mutability which attends all huma^i 
alfoirs. 

The last circumstance which you advance in favour of yaur 
hypothesis is, ^that it is confirmed by the most learned and jni> 
partial historians ;' and of these you mention three— Mosheun,. 
Gibbon, and Haweis. 

These three writers give us nothing more than their opinion ; 
and I have already observed, that the value of an opinion depends 
upon the strength of the ievidence by which it is supported.. 
Mosheim gives no proofs ; he merely asserts, Assertidns are 
easily made ; but proofs are not so easily given. Mosheim toa 
had the system of his own Church to maintain. The prejudice 
and errors arising from this source, every thinking- mind must 
be aware of. Many great men have adopted opinions utterly 
inconsistent with facts, and have maintained principles from 
which common sense revolts. 

Gibbon is another of your authorities, if the opinion of a man 
can be called authority. I wonder, Sir, that it did not strike 
you. that a man who denied the divine, origin of the Scriptures, 
4iouid not, with the least consistency, allow the divine origin of 

f Ant^fuitieSf Vol. I. p. 426. 
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episcopacy. To have dooe this, would have heen to renounce . 
infidelity. If the Scriptures have not the stamp of divinity, cer^ 
tainly the ministry, which was instituted to preserve and expound 
them, cannot claim any character of that sort. 

Your next historian is Dr. Haweis. Did you quote him. Sir, 
on account of the weight he derives from his learning, or profound 
knowledge of antiquity, or consistency of character? Do you 
think that a man who despises learning, can be very learned 
himself, and who abuses all the fathers of the Church, can know 
much about them 1 Do you think ,that man's testimony is of 
much weight, who always takes part with heretics and schis- 
matics, and commends Novatians, Donatists, Meletians, and 
Luciferians, while Qatholic confessors and martyrs are treated 
with contemptj because they did not think as he does upon the 
subjects of predestination and grace 7 Can you think that 
man's opinion of any consequence, who says, that he " thinks 
episcopacy most correspondent to the apostolic practice, and 
the genh'cU usage of the Church in the-^r^^ and generally 
esteemed purer ages,^^ and yet can unite with those who have 
departed from apostolical practice^ and are the avowed enemies 
of primitive usage ? Can he be a proper guide to those who 
wish to be acquainted with the constitution of Christ's Church, 
who says, that ^' most of (he Apostles lived and died among their 
brethren in Palestine ;" that " all ecclesiastical officers for the 
first three hundred years were elected by the people ;" and that 
" Matthias was thus chosen to fill up the trihular number of the 
Apostles," as he expresses himself? Is that man a diligent 
and accurate historian, who talks of the " constitutions of Igna^ 
tins," meaning, no, doubt, the Apostolical Constitutions^ which 
were pretended to have been. written by Clement; who calls 
Polycarp the disciple of Ignatius, when all the primitive writers 
assert that he was the disciple of St. John ; who mistakes the 
name of an office for the name of a man, calling Pontius, the 
Deacon of St. C3rprian, Pojitius Diaconus ? Can, in short, that 
man, who is so spiritually minded^ because he believes the doe-; 
trine of election and reprobation, he a sure guide to primitive 
truth and order, when tie speaks contemptuously of the great 
lights of antiquity, the martyrs and confessors of the faith of 
jEstTs; and when he rejects in a limip the testimony of the 
early writers of the Catholic Church ? If such a man's opinion 
can be of any service to you, avail yourself of it. Sir ; but we 
will be contented with the ancient fathers, as historians of tits 
facts which were a>ccessible to their inquiries."^ 

I will close this letter with recommending as a counterpoise 
to your three historians, the Ecclesiastical Histories of Euse^ 
bius, Sk>zomen, and Theodoret among the ancients ; Echard'si 
and Du Pin's among the moderns; and, with them, Bingham'0 
Annuities of the Christian Church, 
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LETTER XX. 
Rbt. Sir: 

I HAVE now considered, as briefly as I well could, your man- 
ner of obviating the difficulties attending the supposition of a 
change of government in the purest ages of the Christian 
Church ; and if I do not deceive myself, it has been demonstrated, 
Uiat it was morally impossible, that subh a change should have 
taken place before the Roman empire became Christian. The 
profound silence of all antiquity upon the subject ; the imprac- 
ticability of a change, considering the circumstances of the 
Church in the first three ages ; the absurdity of the supposition^ 
considering the nature of the huinan mind, which cannot act 
without motives ; the extreme difficulty of perceiving . any 
motive that could have actuated the breasts of the usurpers ; 
the inconsistency of such a supposition, with the positive testi- 
mony of the fathers to the apostolic origin of episcopacy ; the 
Veil known purity of the Church in the second century, when 
this change is supposed to have taken place ;> all these accumu- 
lated considerations place episcopacy upon high and impregnable 
ground. They ^afford what the great Chijlingworth does not 
scruple to call a demonstration of the apostolic origin of epis- 
copacy. The demonstration stands thus — " Episcopal govern- 
ment is acknowledged to have been universally received in the 
Church presently after the Apostles' times. Between the 
Apostles' times and that presently after ^ there was not time 
enough for, nor possibility of, so great an alteration. And, 
therefore, there was no such alteration as is pretended. And, 
therefore, episcopacy being confessed to be so ancient and 
catholic^ must be granted to be also apostolic,''^ 

In the preceding letter, I showed that Presbyterian writers 
are at variance, when they attempt to as^jign the century when 
epidcopacy first appeared in the Church ; and also observed, that 
this difference among themselves affords a strong presumption 
that they are all wrong. I would now observe, that as they 
cannot agree with respect to the tiifne^ so neither can they with 
respect to the source of this usurpation. The generality ascribe 
it to wicked ambition, rendered successful by general corruption. 
But the celebrated Dr. Campbell takes very different ground. 
He condemns those who ascribe the change to corruption j for 
that, he says, is ascribing it tb what did not exist. The Church, 
he assures us, was in great purity, and the clergy were distin- 
guished for their virtue and piety in the second century ; and 
you make the s^me acknowledgment. He ascribes the change 
not to mce, but to virtue: not to corruption^hvX to piety. Weil, 
Sir, where are we now 7 According to the learned Principal, 
virtue and piety changed presbyterian into episcopal govern- 
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jooent. Who then would not wish, that the ofbpring of so j 

Tenerable a parent were suffered to exist in peace? And what 

an implied reflection upon presbsrterian parity, that the interests 

of religion required its abolition ! But what sort of virtue and 

piety could that be, which led the Presbyters to offer to a few of 

their own order, episcopal pre-eminence, and those to whom it 

was offered, to receive it ; both parties well knowing that it was 

contrary to the will of Christ ? And what were both psurties 

to get by thus depraving the government of thje Church, and 

violating a sacred institution? They certainly could expect no 

reward in the next life for their transgression. And what did 

this life offer to the Presbyters for degrading themselves, and to 

the Bishops for receiving this unchristian boon ? To the /o7*mer, 

imagination can give no equivalent ; as to the latter, did they 

derive from it wealth and secular advantage ? No ; poverty and 

contempt were their certain portion. Had they less steering 

and greater security? No; but almost inevitable death, and 

eviery species of torture. It seems, then, thjEit no motive can 

possibly be assigned, either on the ground of virtite, or of corrupt 

tion, for this wonderful change. 

The mode which the learned Principal adopted to account for 
this extraordinary revolution i?, if possible, worse than yours. 
It is ascribing to picf 3/, what nothing but monst7'oua depravity 
could have suggested; it is ascribing to the human mind (as 
your hypothesis also does) action without motive, which is 
palpable nonsense ; it is supposing the- Bishops to be idiots, in 
accepting a superiority, from which no advantage could result, 
either in this world or in the next; and, lastly, it supposea(as 
the ground usucdly taken does) that all the suteequent writera 
and councils were grossly ignorant, or stupidly credulous, in 
regard to the apostolic origin of episcopacy. — Thus much for Dr. 
Campbell's speculation. 

The fact being thus, I think, established, that diocesan episco- ' 

{)acy was sanctioned by the Apostles, and that it was not the 
offspring of human ambition, as you unjustifiably assert, I have 
no need of taking iH)tice of what you call ^ a sketch of the rise 
and progress of this remarkable usurpation.'* For all you have 
said fcom page 321 to page 329 is nothing more than what you 
had said in a more diffused manner throughout your book ; tp 
every article of which, a sufficient answer, (I flatter myself) has 
been given. 

Before I pass on to your concluding letter, I shall make a few 
observations on the testimonies you adduce from Gregory 
Nazianzen. You say, * That the synods and councils which 
early began to be convened, were, in fact, thus employed by the 
ambitious clergy, to extend and confirm their power, might be 
proved by witnesses almost numberless. The testimony of one 
shall suffice.' You then quote Gregory) as saying, ^ that he was 

ft Pftge 321 et aequNK. 
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desirous of avoiding all synods^ because he had never seen a 
good effect, or hapt)y conclusion of any one of them ; that they 
rather increased than lessened the evils they were designed to' 
prevent ; and that the love of contention, and the Ittat of power , 
were there manifest in instances innumerable.' And afterwards 
speaking of the council of Constantinople, which met in 381, he 
remark^* These oonveyers of the Holy Ghost, these preach- 
ers of peace to aU men, grew bitterly outrageous and clamorous 
against one another, in the midst of the Church, mutually 
accusing each other, leaping about as if they had been madf, 
under the furious impulse of a lust of power and dominion, as 
if they would have rent the whole world in pieces. This was 
not the elSect of piety, but of a contention for thrones? Again : 
* Would to God there were no prelacy, no pre-eminence of place, 
no tyrannical 'privileges ; ana that we might be distinguished 
by virtue alone. This right and left hand, and this middle place, 
these higher and lower dignities, and this state-like precedency, 
have caused many fruitless contests and bruises, have cast many 
into the pit, and carried away multitudes to the place of goats.' 
Upon these quotations, you ask, ' Would an eminently learned 
and pious Bishop have spoken thus, if, he had considered prelacy 
as of divine appointment ? ' 

To. this question I answer without hesitation — Yes, he miglit 
have ^ thus spoken in perfect consistency with the belief that 
episcopacy was of divine X)rigin. Was there ever a^more falla- 
cious mode of reasoning than this? Bishops have abused their 
authority, therefore the office is not of divine appointment. 
Some councils have done more harm than good ; therefore 
councils are pernicious. Whither will not this sophistry lead 
us ? Certainly, Sir, farther than you desire. Many of your 
readers, no doubt, will stop precisely at the point at which you 
would wish them to stop ; but others will " push you over the 
precipice," with the consequences of this fallacy. The Papists 
will tell you, that reading the Bible has produced heresies and 
schisms ; therefore it cannot be th^ duty of the laity to read 
it. The Quaker will tell you, and with truth, that I^esbyters, 
as well as Bishops, have been proud, and contentious, and ambi- 
tious ; and, therefore, we are better without them. Tlie Deist 
will tell you, that Christianity has occasioned seditions, rebel- 
lions, wars, massacres, and innumerable other mischiefs ; and, 
therefore, it cannot be of divine institution. Whither wUl not 
this sophism lead us ? It has deprived us of a Bible, of a minis- 
try, and of religion altogether. It will also deprive us of civil 
government. Under every form much mischief has been done. 
Great injustice, cruelty, and oppression of every kind, have been 
committed by rulers in all ages, and all nations i therefore, we 
are better without government. Language, says (he misan^ 
thrope, is a great evil. It enables men to cucse, and swear, and 
lie, and backbite ; therefore they would do better without it. 
Fo>od and drink are pernicious things, for thousands make beasts 
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of themselves', and 9ink both body and soul into perdition^ 
Whither will not this sophistry lead us ?— -But i am done ; it is 
too apparent not be perceived, too pernicious not to be rejected. 

Permit me, Sir, seriously to ask you, what was your object 
in presenting to your readers these quotations from Gregory ? 
Was it to disprove the divine- origin of episcopacy ? That would 
be too absurd. Was it to show that he did not consider it as 
proceeding from that source? But what if he did not; it would 
not affect the evidence for it. It would amount to no more than 
opinion. I presume the object was, to prejudice your readertF 
against episbopacy. If you could make a Presbyterian of Gre- 
gory, as he lived near the close of the fourth century, it would be 
a shadow in your favour. So valuable are the ancient fathers^ 
if they can^ by any means, be got to cast a favourable look upon 
ministerial parity ! But how, Sir, have you discovered that 
Gregory did not believe episcopacy to be of divine origin/? Is it 
from his condemnation of the abuse of the office ? You will 
hardly answer this question in the affirmative. Thdt v^ould 
lead you into all the consequences of this species of sophism. Is 
it fron^ the quotations you haVe given us? There is no assertion 
of that sort in them. Is it from his wishing that there were no 
dignities in the Church-^nO higher places to contend about ? 
That wish, when properly understood, is perfectly consistent 
with a belief of the divine origin of episcopacy. The temporid 
prerogatives, great wealth, and high honours that were attached 
to the episcopal office, were merely accidental circumstances,, 
and in no respect whatever necessarily connected with the 
office. The powers of a Bishop, like those of a Presbyter, ar^ 
altogether spiritual, and, therefore, presenting nothing to gratify 
ambition, or to foster pride. It is, when faithfully discharged, ^. 
laborious, painful, and highly responsible office. 1 cannot con- 
ceive what there is in such an office, to induce any man to 
aspire after it, when neither wealth, nor temporal honours are 
annexed to it. But it has been too much the misfortune of the 
Church, to have her dignitaries overloaded with the distinctions 
of the world, which have a natural tendency to wean the mind 
from spiritual things. 

In reading over that, abstract of the works of Gregory, which 
Du Pin has given us, I cannot find a single expression that would 
induce one to think, that he did not believe the divine institution 
of episcopacy. It rather affords a presumption that he did 
believe < it, that he himself Was a Bishop. And in his seven- 
teenth discourse about some difference that happened at Nazian- 
zum, between the people and the governor, he tells him 'f that 
he should not take it ill, that he spoke to him wifh freedom ^ that 
the law of God subjects him to the cemmandment of his 
BishopJ^^ Now, with what truth could Gregory say so, if he 
did not believe that the episcopal officio was of divine appoint^ 
ment ? It is-a necessary consequence of such a declaration. 
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But does, not Gregory wish, that there were ' noprelacp^ no 
pre-eminence of place, no tyrannical privileges V He does not 
wish that there were no Bishops, but no pre-eminence among 
Bishops — ^uo tyrannical privileges among that order of the 
ministry; but that they were all as Christ left them, pier£ectly 
equal. This, Sir, is very sound doctrine, and perfectly consist- 
ent with high church principles. Even the Metrapolitical presi- 
dency, as it stood before the empire became Christian, is not at 
all inconsistent with this wish of Gregory's. A well regulated, 
{^residency, not confinedjto the Bishops of the Metropoles, but 
falling where it ought, upon men of the greatest virtue and 
talents, is liable to no reasonable objection. Unfortimately, this 
moderation was not observed aAer the empire became Christian, 
but some undue privileges were conferred by the civil power 
upon the Bishops of the great cities. It is against this pre-emi" 
nence qfpUice^ against these tyrannical primleffea^ that Gregory 
exclaims. Bat you, very unwarrantably, endeavour to make 
your readers believe, that he wi^ed there was no episcopal 
superiority in the Church ; and, to give it that air, you translate 
the Greek word npotipu,^ prelacy, when it would be more correct 
to translate it chief seat, or prerogative of place — that is, chief 
seat among Bishops, whom he wished to see in a state of 
equality; since pre-eminence of place had been attended with so 
much contention. This 'v» the true sense of the quotations you 
have given us from Gregory. 

In order to determine, how far the censures passed by Gregory 
upon some of the Bishops of his age, are well founded, it is 
necessary to know the state of the Church when he wrote — 
what were the particular provocations he received, and what 
were his temper and disposition. Without the knowledge of 
these circumstances, it is impossible to form a correct judgment 
upon this point. 

With respect to the state of the Church, it is certain that she 
had declined considerably from her primitive purity and sim- 
plicity. This declension was hot confined to a particular order. 
Gregory pours forth his censures upon the Presbyters and 
people also. Here your question may be retorted. * Would an 
eminently learned and pious Bishop have spoken thus [of Pres- 
byters] if he had considered their office as of divine appoint- 
ment "T But notwithstanding this much to be lamented decay of 
piety, there were many excellent. Bishops and Priests, and a 
great number of virtuous and religious people. But while there 
were any of a contrary character,> Gregory's virtuous mind 
would be sensibly wounded ; and,ln consequence, be powerfully 
impelled to make the thunder of his eloquence heard far an4 
wide. A man of his rigid and austere disposition, and lively^ 
ungovernable fancy, would naturally be led into unqualified and 
excessive strains of lamentation and censure. We ought, there? 
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fore, to make great abatements from his high strain of invective^ 
and set down a good deal to the severity of the man. One who 
could so highly paneg3n'ize monkery, does not appear to me to 
be very well qualified to make a cool and dispassionate estimate 
of the manners of the age. Add to all this, the particular pro- 
vocations which he had received, and then we shall be able to 
determine pretty accurately, how far we may safely admit his 
censures. 

Gregory was ordained Priest by his father, and Bishop of 
Sasima by Basil, Bishop of C»sarea. He was afterwards Bishop 
of Constantinople. In that see, he met with much opposition 
from the Arians, who were so numerous and influential as to 
excite an uproar against him. The Arian Bishops and clergy 
were at the bottom of this outcry. " Being very eloquent (says 
Du Pin) he converted, in a little time, a great number of Arians, 
and increased the Catholics. He continued in the government 
of that Church for some time ; till an unhappy difference arose 
between hitn «and the eastern Bishops about the ordination of 
Flavianus, in the room of Meletius, Bishop of Antioch. The 
opposition he met with in that affair, induced him to resign his 
bishopric. He left Constantinople with great regret, and ever 
afterwards spoke with indignation of those Bishops, who had 
forced him away from his see." 

To these considera^ons add the temper of the man. Accord- 
ing to Du Pin, he was of a severe and morose disposition. Fond 
of retirement, and the tranquility of the ascetic life, he viewed 
all the affairs of this world with too much of the temper of the 
misanthrope. Soured by disappointments, and provoked by 
what he deemied injuries, he gave way too much to lacerated 
feelings, and, in consequence, poured forth all the bitterness of 
invective. The eastef n Bishops, in particular, he considered as 
his enemies ; and from a want of cool and dispassionate dis* 
crimination, he confounded the innocent with the guilty. All 
this, considering the weakness of human nature, is not much to 
be wondered at. Man ever has been, and ever will be, governed 
more by feeling than by reason i and perhaps history cannot 
furnish an instance better calculated to prove the correctness of 
this assertion, than that which the life and character of Gregory 
afford. 

It does not require any great knowledge of the philosophy of 
the human mind, to determine in what light this celebrate 
Bishop's censures are to be viewed. The general dec^ne of 
primitive piety affi)rded him- some gipund for dissatisfaction, 
and the injuries which he had received greatly increased his 
discontent. But still, truth and justice required that he should 
liave charged the injuries (if they really were such) to those 
who were guilty of them, and not have involved all the Bishops 
of his time in one indiscriminate censure. Notwithstanding, 
however, this comprehensive and undiaitinguishing strain of 
invective, Gregory takes care not to condemn the order itself^ 
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That, beyond aM doubt, he believed to be. of divine appoint- 
ment. » 

I should not have dwelt 90 long upon this point, could I have 
supposed that all who read your letters are reaaoners. When 
the mind is prejudiced against any particular profession or order 
of men, the faults of that profession or order are laid hold of 
with avidity. The nature and utility of the order are never 
viewed with a philosophic eye ; never placed in the scale of fair 
estimation. Some of that order have been degenehite ; there- 
fore, the order itself is useless. This, with prejudiced and super- 
ficial reasoners, is generally the conclusion. 

It does not « little astonish me, that a man of your good sense, 
of your amiable disposition, and of your universally acknow- 
ledged discretion, should have gone into a mode of discussion, 
so repugnant to every rule of right reasoning, and to every dic- 
tate of sound prudence. Tha^ you should not see the fallacy of 
arguing against the tA8e of a thing, from the abuse of it, is not 
to be supposed; and that you should not perceive, that this 
mode of reasoning would, if admitted, totally > destroy the minis- 
try of the Church, is scarcely possible to be conceived. This 
presents to my mind a difficulty of no. easy solution. I have no 
ether way of freeing myself from this embarrassment, but by 
supposuig that your strong prejudice got the better of your good 
sense. 

A few more remarks upon three or four passages in. your 
eighth letter- will be sufficient. At p. 333, you say, 'In this 
gradual change, which was more than three centuries in 
accomplishing, no reasonable man could expect to find the limits 
of the seversd steps precisely defined ; because each step was 
slowly, and almost insensibly taken; and more especially, 
because the practice of all the Churches was not uniforju. 
There was no particular time when the transition from a stale 
oi perfect parity, to a fixed and acknowledged superiority^ 
erder, took place at once, and, therefore, no such time can be 
assigned.' 

In these assertions you flatly contradict Bt. Jerome, who says, 
thai the^chanffe took place in consequence of a decree through- 
out the world, far the purpose (^checking schism. Will you 
adhere to him only when he is obscure, and abandon him when 
he is clear and intelligible? He lived but two eenturies after the 
supposed change, and nmst, therefore,, in reason be supposed to 
have known more about the matter than you can possibly 
know. Y^ he does not say a syllable about a change after the 
death of the Apostles. If you have given us a true account of 
the * ris^ and progicess of episcopacy,' you must have derived it 
from .the writings of the ancients; but he had all those writ- 
ings which you have, and many more ; and yet he has given us 
an account of the matter very different from your's. What now 
shall we say? Which is right, you, or this man of 'great 
research?' 
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2. You not only contradict Jerome, but the ablest Presbyterians 
that have ever written upon the subject — Blondel, Salmasins, 
Chamier, and a number of others. They place the change in 
the second century, and some of them acknowledge, that there 
was a moderate prelacy established by the Apostles themselves. 
But it seems all their diligence, learning, and knowledge of anti^* 
quity, only led them astray. - But you have been able, by the 
help of Boyse, Campbdl, Clarkson, and a few others, to give us 
a better account of the matter. It is, to be sure, possible, that 
you have turned over more pages of the fathers than Blondel and 
Salma^ius ; but if I may judge from your seldom giving us any 
references, I should not be very positive that you have. 

3. You directly contradict aU antiquity. I have, in the course 
of this discussion, produced so many direct, positive, decisive 
assertions of the smcients, in favour of the apostolical iostitutiou 
of episcopacy, that it seemsto me impossible, by any means 
whatever, to evade their force. Notwithstanding this accumu- 
lated evidence, which you must have seen in episcopal writers, 
you give your readers a fanciful < sketch of the rise and progress 
of episcopacy ;' and assert every thing with as much positive- 
ness, as if you had produced authorities in abundance. Really, 
Sir, at this rate, facts have changed their nature, and are 
altogether the creations of fancy. 

Another particular which I shall notice, is your assertion that, 
* in some Churches there were several Bishops at the same time ; 
in others, but oneJ I have already shown that it was a Cathcdic 
maxim> ^' One Bishop in a city," let the Presbyters be ever so 
numerous. Indeed, when a Bishop was aged, a coadjutor was 
appointed ; or when there was a powerful schism, as in the case 
of the Donatists, in order to effect a reconciliaUon, the Bishops 
of the schismatics were allowed to act in conjunction with the 
Catholic Bishops ; and this was the circumstance that multi- 
plied Bishops so much in Africa ; but never were there any 
Churches that had several Bishops at the same time, as you 
assert, not only vnthout authority, but in opposition to all the 
authorities of antiquity. 

. You repeat, at the close of this letter, the idle tale of St. 
Patrick's establishing presbyterianism in Ireland. This fiction, 
I flayer myself, has been sufficiently exposed. That the Pope 
of Rome should direct his missionary to plant presbytery among 
the converts to Christianity in that island, is so monstrously 
absurd, that I wonder a man of sense can utter any thing of the 
kind. But the mind of man is a strange thing. It can see clearly 
enough when the object corresponds with its incSnation ; but 
when otherwise, a distinct perception, and a rational decision 
are not to be expected. 

I have now. Sir, answered every thing of consequence, not 
only in this, but in every preceding letter ; and that the precise 
point of dispute may be left clearly and strongly on the minds 
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of our readers, I will, in a few woids, again present It to their 
view. ... 

The question between us is, what is the constitution of the 
Christian Church 1 To prove it episcopal, I have quoted several 
passages from the New Testament; and, to show that otir inter- 
pretation of these passages is correet, J have produced numerous 
testimonies from the primitive writers. This is the only possible 
way of deciding a question of fact. There has not been a single 
testimony produced by you that says, episcopacy was Tiot the 
government, of the Church in the apostolic age; but J have pro- 
duced a number of testimonies which directly say, that epis- 
copacy is a divine institution, and a still greater number which 
necessarily imply it. The comparatively few passages which 
you have produced from the fathers, are expressed in such vague 
and indefinite language, that unless we interpret them by what 
is clear and decisive, (as common sense says we ought,) we must 
remain in the dark as to the meaning. By having recourse to 
this rule, we make St. Jerome consistent with himself; and what 
is of infinitely more consequence, we make the testimony of the 
Scriptures and of the fathers perfectly consistent. If we aban- 
don this rule, and adopt your hypothesis, we immediately set 
them at variance, and present a difficulty to the mind incapable 
of rational solution. 

I have also shown, from the nature of the human mind, which 
cannot act without a motive, and from the universally acknow- 
ledged circumstances of the Church in the second century, that 
a change which deprived the Presbyters of their rights, could 
not have taken place. And, antecedently to this supposed 
change, I have shown that the venerable Ignatius, whose writings 
have been completely proved to be genuine and authentic by 
Pearson and Hammond, and allowed to be so by the great body 
of the learned, declares over and over again, that episcopacy is 
of 'divine institution. This testimony is of immense weight, and 
can never be diminished by any efforts of genius, by any subtle- 
ties of sophistry, or by any plausibility of theory. 

It has also been shown, that no Church, after the most severe 
investigation, can be produced, in which episcopal government 
did not prevail, till the sixteenth century. The Armenian and 
Persian Churches in the East, those of Spain in the West, of 
Africa in the Southj and of Great Britain in the North, submitted 
to episcopal regimen, without a single (exception. And the proof 
we have for all this, is the universal testimony of those writers, 
upon whose authority we admit the canon of Scripture. 

Here then I would ask a conscientious Presbyterian, whether 
he can in his heart believe, that the primitive saints and martyrs 
would be so profligate as to usurp the episcopal pre-eminence in 
defiance of the institution of the Apostles'? Whether they 
would attempt this, not only without any worldly motive, but 
with acertainty of greater loads of care and affliction, and with 
ihe strongest probability of a terrible death ? I would ask him, 
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whether men would attempt to usurp a little spiritual authority 
with such expectations, and upon such principles ? And if it 
were possible to conceive it, whether they could prevail in so 
short a time over the widely difiused Church of Christ ; and 
that too without opposition, or one word of complaint from th« 
degraded Presbyters ? But admitting these unreasonable suppo- 
sitions, I would ask a conscientious Presbyterian, whether h« 
ought to consider the supposition of a fact, as equivalent to the 
proof of it? The fact still remains to be proved, although we 
admit the possibility of it. 

I conclude, therefore, in the words of Mr* Reeves,, that "Bishop, 
Presbjrter, and Deacon, were the three orders of the Church 
from the beginnhig to the days of John Calvin, who, though a 
wise and learned man, showed his frailty first, by thrusting him- 
self into the sacred function without being lawfully called ; and, 
secondly, by drawing up, out of his own head, a new scheme 
of ecclesiastical polity, wherein he excludes the episcopal order, 
and lodges the whole power of the Church in a minister with 
lay-elders ; and taking advantage of the fondness and necessity 
of the people, and the absence of the Bishop, made them swear 
as absolutely to his new scheme, as if every tittle of it had been 
dictated from Mount Sinai ; although, by his own confession, 
but intimated in Scripture, atid this intimation never thought 
of by any of the ancients, nor any strictures of such a form 
entertained in any Church upon earth before his own time. 
This novel regimen found its way into the French and Dutch 
reformed Churches, and a^ter some time into the Chprch of 
Scotland ; but the Church of England kept close to the primi- 
tive government, concluding that we might as well reform 
ourselves jout of the inferior orders of Presbyter and Deacon, as 
that of Bishop. And that if any one of these apostolic institu- 
tions may be nulled by human authority, so might the rest, and 
so we might come to have a new form of Church government 
every moon, or, if that seem best, none at all. And, therefore, 
(says he,) though I have all imaginable good will and charity 
for 1^ foreign Churches, who, under their hands, have testifieid 
their readiness to conform with us, were they in our place, and 
plead necessity for their difference, yet being no judge, I shall 
not take upon me to determine how far this plea now will justify 
or excuse them. But this plea of theirs can never reach our 
home dissenters, who have nothing to object against the mode^ 
ration of our present Bishops (as Calvin had against those of 
Rome) but only that they are Bishops. And, therefore, I can- 
not think it is either reasonable or lawful, to write ourselves out 
of an apostolical institution, confirmed by the concurring sense 
and practice of all the fathers, by a prescription of fifteen 
hundred years standing, and by the judgment of our own 
reformers and martyrs. I can never think ourselves, I say, 
obliged in charity to write ourselves out of this complicated 
authority, into a compliance with such CQns<HeQces as make 
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811^ Bi^ope one article for schism, which their pretended 
patron St. Jerome makes decreed by the Apostles, for the extir- 
pation of the seeds of schism all the world over."<> ' 

The way is now open for me to make a few remarks upon 
your concluding letter. 

Your first observation is, that ' the practical influence of any 
doctrine, has been generally cpnsidered as a good test of its 
truth. By their fruits ye shall know them, is a rule which 
applies to principles, as well as to men. Let us apply this rule 
to the case before us. If Prelacy be of exclusive and unalterable 
divine right ; if it be so essential, that there is no true Church, 
no authorized ministry, no valid ordinances without it ; if epis- 
copal Churches aione are in covenant with Christ, in the 
appointed road to heaven, and warranted to hope in the promises 
of God ; then we may reasonably expect and demand that all 
Churches of this denomination should display more of the spirit 
of Christ than any other classes of professing Christians. But 
is this in fact the ease ? Will the friends of Prelacy undertake 
to show, that they alone give this evidence that they belong to 
Christ? Will fhey even undertake to show, that Episcopa- 
lians exhibit in a pre-eminent degree, this practical testimony, 
that they are the chosen generation, the peculiar people, who 
are purified by the blood, and quickened by the Spirit o£ t.\ie 
Bedkemsr 1 ' 

To this I answer, first ; That the highest Episcopalians can 
daim no more than a divine right for episcopacy. Ihrecisely the 
same right do Presbyterians claim for presbytery. ' No minis- 
try, no Church,' is a maxim with the Westminster divines. Now, 
the people called Quakers have no ministry. They may then 
ask you in nearly your own words ; If Presbytery be of divine 
right; if it be so essential, that there is no true Church' witiiout 
it ; if those Churches only are in covenant with Christ which 
have a ministry ; then Presbyterians should display more of the 
spirit of Christ, than we do. But is this in fact the case ? Are 
they more pious, more peaceable, more humble^ and less con- 
formed to the world than we are ? ' What, Sir, will you say to 
this ? Will you say, Yes?— I doubt it. 

I am entirely at a loss to conjecture how you will solve this 
difficulty. If you say, we do not pretend to have more piety 
md virtue than the people called Quakers ; then the questioQ 
will be, What is the advantage of your having a ministry of 
divine institution ? ^ The blessing of God is, beyond aU ques« 
tion, most likely to attend those institutions which are most 
agreeable to' his will ;' and yet there is a body of Christians, 
who want an essential part of a Christian Church, who are as 
pious and virtuous as those who have it. How, Sir, do you 
solve the difficulty ? Will you boldly cut the knot, and say, the 
Quakers are hypocrites ; their virtue and piety are but in 
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appearance ? You will not venture to talk in this manner ; 
for, to say nothing of the uncharitableness of it, you wUl be 
asked. How do you know that they are hypocrites ? We can 
only judge from the life and conversation ; and they appear in 
these respects full as correct as Presbyterians. How then do 
you obviate the difficulty? — Oh 4 I perceive your manner of 
^ctricating yourself. 

You say (page 344) * It does not affect the solidity of this 
argument, that some Churches which Presbyterians consider a» 
not regvlarly organized, Xi^on scrvpturcd principles, neverthe- 
less embrace in their bosom a large portion of unafiected piety. 
If we undertook to maintain that the Presbyterian Church is 
the only real Church on earth, and alone in covenant with 
Christ the head, such a fact would, indeed, present a dif^culty 
of no easy solution.' 

And do you really think, that this solves the difficulty? 
Either you admit that the Quakers belong to the visible Church, 
or you do not. If the former, then there may be a Church 
without sacraments and a ministry ; and if so, you contradict 
the Westminster divines, your ablest and best writers, and what 
is worse, the holy Scriptures. In the latter, none are considered 
as members of Christ's mystical body who are not baptized 
into the visible Church. If you do not consider the Quakers as 
belonging to the visible Church, then the difficulty remains in 
full force against you. You are precisely in the same situation 
with respect to that people, that we are with respect to you ; 
even upon the supposition that we do not allow Presbyterians 
to be members of the visible Church. What right, then, have 
you to find fault with Episcopalians, when you set up a claim, 
which excludes the Quakers from being members of Christ's 
visible Church 1 Do to them as you would have us do to you, 
and then all will be fair and equal. 

This is reasoning the matter with you, even upon the highest 
claims of episcopacy. If you can solve the difficulty which you 
propose, as it respects the Quakers, we can adopt your mode, to 
solve the difficulty as it respects you. Make the experiment, Sir, 
and I will engage to follow your track ; provided you do not give 
up the principle, that a ministry is essential to a Christian Church, 

I think I might safely let the matter rest upon this ground. 
But as I wish to have this point clearly and fully understood, I 
will give the real state of the case in a few words. There are 
two principal divisions of Episcopalians. One division believe 
that episcopacy is of divine right, in that strict sense, that there 
can be no valid administrations without it. At the same time, 
they do not entertain the most distant thought, that the want of it 
will preclude men from salvation, when it proceeds from necesr 
s^y, or Itom honest error. They believe that such error will h« 
forgiven, and sinc^e piety aecepted in all who profess thefaith of 
Christ. No charity can be more extensive than this; and 
whatever may be thought of the correctness of the prioci]^e,QQ 
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fiiiilt o«n be found with the temper of the mind. They, think, 
that if episcopacy be a divine institution, and there caa be no 
Chnrch without a ministry, the inevitaUe conseqaenee is, that 
episGOpacy is essential to the visible Church. And as to the 
difficulty which you propose, they do not view it as any diffi- 
culty at all ; for they say, when the heart is right, that graee 
which is not promised to unauthorized admiuistratioBs, is granted 
by special favour; so that none will feiil of salvation when the 
error is not wilful, or when necessity excludes men from epis- 
copal administrations. Now, whatever may be thought of this 
reasoning, it appears to me to be the only way in which yon can 
reconcile your own principle, ^ no ministry, no true Church,' with 
charity and rational views of the goodness and mercy of God. 
The other class of Episcopalians, although they believe epis- 
copacy to have been instituted by the Aposttes, under the 
guidance of the Holy Ghost, yet do not consider it as essential 
to the being" of a Church. Presbyterian Churches they consider 
as verp d^ective, but not deprived of their Church character ; 
as exeusdhlej when episcopacy cannot be had, but gchismatical 
when it can ; as irregular and unscripturul in their ministry, 
' but, by no means, devoid of a valid ministry. This dass of 

Episcopalians have nothing to do with your suppose difficulty. 
As they do not unchurch dissenters from episcopacy, althougYi 
tiiey think them hlameable^ and in most cases schismaHcal ; as 
they do not place them under uncovenanted mercy, they have 
the same channels of grace open to them that Episcopalians 
have, and, consequently, may be as good, or better than they, if 
they are placed in a more favourable situation. It is then only 
\ the first class of Episcopalians that are aAiected by what you 

tdeem a difficulty of no easy solution. But whether it be a diffi- 
culty or not, you should remember, that the Westminster divines 
and yourself are as much affected by it, in reference to &e 
Quakers and other mystic Christians, as the first class of Epis- 
copalians are with respect to Presbyterians. If you will, there- 
fore, extricate yourseif, and , they like your mode of doing it 
better than their own, no doubt they will adopt it; but until 
you do, depend upon it, they will not think it very modest in 
you to call upon them to solve a difficulty, in which you are as 
deeply involved as they are. These arguments are partly ad 
hominem^ KoidL ^w[X]y ad verecundiavru 

The first class of Episcopalians, whatever may be said for the 
correctness of their principles, are, at least, very consistent. 
They set out precisely on the same ground with the Westminster 
diyines^-*' no ministry, no true Church.' If, then, episcopacy 
be a divine institution, and none but Bishops can communioate 
the sacerdotal character, it follows inevitably that there ean be 
BO ministry without them, and, consequmitly, with<mt them no 
true Church. This is the mcide of reasoning of this elasa of 
Churchmen ; and perhaps it is not so easy to answer it, as titone 
must sup^iose who reject the principle upon which it is founded. 
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Be that 88 it may, it is exactly the reasoningf of the Westminster 
divines, and of yourself, Sir. You say,* ' It is only as far as' 
any succession flows through the line of Presbyters, that it is 
either regular or valid. It is the laying on of the hands of the 
pre^nftery that constitutes a scriptural ordination.' Conse- 
quently, without the imposition of the hands of Presbyters, tliere 
can be no ministry ; and without a ministry, there can be no 
true Church. And none but those who belong to the visible 
Churdi are entitled to covenant privileges. Therefore, l^e 
Quakers and some others, who have no ministry ordained by 
laying on of the hands of the presbyters, are completely un- 
churcned. I cannot conceive. Sir, how it is possible for you to 
evade this consequence ; and if you cannot, how strange is it for 
you to propose a difficulty, which, if it be really such, bears with 
all its force upon you, as much as upon those Episcopalians 
who unchurch Presbyterians ! But the other class of Episcopa- 
lians (as has been already observed) stand entirely clear of Uiis 
difficulty, because their principles have nothing exclusive in 
them, at least in th^r view of the matter, a.nd, consequently, 
they place episcopal regimen on a more liberal footing than you 
do presbyterian ; for they exclude nobody from visible Church 
membership, but you exclude Quakers and all those who have 
not a ministry ordained by the imposition of the hands of the 
presbytery. And as you assert, that nineteen Episcopalians out 
of twenty, are of the second class, then it follows upon your 
owsL concession, that in that proportion, Churchmen are more 
liberal than genuine, consistent Presbyterians. Well, Sir, be it 
so, I have no objection. 

Without attempting to determine which of the two classes of 
Episcopalians is right, that which totally tinchurches all denom> 
inations which have not Bishops, or that which, while they main- 
tain the apostolic institution of episcopacy, do, nevertheless, in 
certain cases, admit the validity of presbyterian ordination, but 
in no case its reffidarity^ I shall but just observe, that even on> 
the first and hignest ground, you cannot, with the least consis- 
tency, or modesty, make any objection. If they make episco-- 
paey essential to the being of a Church, so do you a ministry 
ordained by the hands of the presbytery. If they are at a loss ta 
solve the difficulty, how it is that God confers his grace as freely 
upon those who are not members of the visible Church, as upon 
those who are, you are equally at a loss. But if you can solve 
this difficulty, so can they in the very same manner. How then 
is it. Sir, that you could have so lost sight of consistency and 
propriety, as to have indulged yourself in such language as you 
have, towards those, as they are commonly styled, high-flying 
Churchmen^? You place their principles upon a level wiUi the 
worship of images, and exhort your people to exercise patience 
tiywards those deluded bigots ; not considering that yoa wfra at 
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the same time involving yourself in the same condemnation, 
llie Quaker, Sir, can treat you in the same complimentary man- 
ner with at least as much propriety, and as good a grace, as you 
treat Episcopalians. I sincerely wish, Sir, that a number of 
expressions in your letters had been forborne. They savour too 
much of bitterness, and of that bigotry of which you complain 
in others. 

But^ir, after all, what is this mighty difficulty, which is to 
deter Episcopalians from asserting that there cannot be such a 
Church as Christ constituted, without episcopal authority? 
Do those Episcopalians thereby exclude Presbyterians from sal- 
vation ? Far, very for from it. They declare most readily, and 
dehght in the thought, that their piety will be accepted. Surely, 
Sir, you know this. How then could you say, that ^such 
persons are to be viewed in the same light wilh those who 
conacieniiously believe — that there is no salvation out of the pale 
of the Church of Rome V Are those who extend salvation to all 
denominations of Christians, and even to the very Heathen, to be 
abused as bigots, and ranked with those who confine it to a par- 
ticular pale f Is such extensive charity to be put upon a footing' 
with such contracted bigotry ? Are those who ascribe sincerity 
to the piety of others, and purity to their motives, to be ranked 
with those who admit no purity, and of consequence, no salva- 
tion out of their own Church 1 Surely, Sir, you could not have 
been under the influence of the usual benevolent pulse of your 
heart, when you gave way to such feelings, nor of the usual dic- 
tates of your good sense, when you uttered such expressions. 
But you must be excused, as you had a difficult task on hand ; 
for certainly it is difficult to give plausibility to error, and to 
truth the appearance of falsehood. 

However difficult you may think it is to account for the 
Almighty's extending his grace to those who are in fundamen- 
tal error, yet as the fact is certain that be does extend it, we 
ought not to be too curious in our inquiries into his conduct. 
The Jvdge of aU the earth will do riffht He has given his 
Church such a constitution as he saw nt, and it is our duty to 
conform to it. If we err, and our error be not wilful, he will 
make due allowances for our honest misconception ; but we have 
no right to call that a Christian Church which is materially dif- 
ferent from the one he has constituted by his Holt Spirit. 
Still he may and does extend his grace and mercy to such Chris- 
tians. We are bound, but his grace is free. This is the 
language of the first class of Episcopalians. 

I fear that I have been too prolix upon this point ; but I be- 
lieve it was necessary to show how inconsistent you are in this 
part of the discussion, and how unreasonable in ext>ecting from 
Episcopalians a sacrifice of what they deem trutii, because the 
consequences bear bard upon others. If they are correct in their 
views of the Christian Church, the consequences, whatever they 
may be, are not of their making. Let those look to that, who 
|iave deviated from a divine institution. 
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Thus, tben, I think it appears, that those who carry episcopacy 
so far as to pronounce your ministry invalid, and, in consequence, 
your Church fundamentally deficient in her regimen, carry the 
matter no further with you, than you do with the Quakers ; and, 
therefore, you cannot, with any consistency, find firah with 
them. And as to any difficulty that you may think attends the 
carrying of episcopacy to such a length, the very same difficulty 
attends th« divine right of presbytery, when carried into all its 
consequences. You must,' therefore, either give up thiis mode 
of assailing episcopacy, or you must change your principles. 
Consistency requires that you should do one or the other. 

I now proceed to consider a few more passages in your con- 
cluding letter. 

You say, * The eflfcacy of episcopal government in securing 
the unity of the Church, ia guarding against schism, and in 
promoting harmony and peace, has been much celebrated. But 
is there such a peculiar and benign efficacy in that form of eccle- 
siastical order ? I am willing to refer the decision of this ques- 
tion to any man who is acquainted with ecclesiastical history. 
If we consult Ehisebius, he will present us with a picture of the 
violence, the strife, and the divisions among Bishops, and among 
difierent portions of the Church, through their means, which is 
enough to make a Christian weep. If we consult Gregory Nazi- 
anzen, he will tell us, in language before quoted, that Prelacy 
' has caused many fruitless conflicts and bruises,' &c. If we 
examine the history of any episcopal Church on earth, we shall 
find it exhibiting, to say the least, as large a share of heresy, 
contention, and schism, as any which bears the Presbyterian 
form : and what is more, we shall ever find the prelates them- 
selves quite as forward as any others in scenes of violence and 
outrage.'*' 

All this. Sir, is free enough to be sure ; and rather out of the 
common way of proceeding. When men aro charged with 
violence) and a contentious spirit, and when it is said, either 
expressly, or by implication, that the office they bear has a ten-' 
dency to cherish that spirit, every reasonable man would expect 
such proofs as would justify these bold assertions. But you 
give us none at all ; not so much as a single passage fr6m any 
of the ancient historians. You indeed say, that you are willing 
to have the matter tried by ecclesiastical history ; but as you 
adduce no instances of the violence you talk so much about, it is 
hard to be obliged to look over many folio volumes in Greek and 
Latin, to pick up against ourselves instances of misbehaviour in 
Bishops. I hopCj Sir, you do not expect this. Well, then, if 
such a demand would be highly unreasonable, I will taketmother 
method, and give you a sufficient number of instances of here* 
sies, sohisms, and contentions by Pre^yters and Deacons, when 
Bishops had no other concern with thend, than that of making 9,. 
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faithful and zealous opposition to them. And upon this subject, 
very fortunately, I shall have no trouble ; for I find it all done 
to my hand in a sufficient degree by Dr. Maurice, in his masterly 
answer to Baxter. I shall select from the Doctor's Vindication 
of the primitive Churchy several instances, which, if they will 
not make you 'weep,' will at least make you sorry — th4Xt Bishops 
were not the authors of them. And if this will not defeat you in 
tbis mode of attack, 1 wiU freely acknowledge my error ; and, 
as a penance for it, I will enjoin upon myself to read your book 
over again. 

First, then : All ecclesiastical writers agree, that Simon Magus 
was the author of the first heresy in the Christian Church. You 
will not say, I presume, that Simon was a Bishop. He wished 
indeed to be invested with that character, and for that purpose 
offered a sum of money to the Apostles. But they were too 
honest to be bribed by nis ofier. Thy money perish with thee, 
was their reply. 

The next heretic we read of, was Menander;' but no mortal, 
ever asserted that he was a Bishop. 

Saturninus and Basilides are the next in order. But neither 
of them was a Bishop, nor of any other order in the Church that 
we know of.** 

Next in the list, is the heresy of the Nicolaitans. This is gene- 
rally ascribed to Nicolas the Deacon. So say Irenaeus and 
Epiphanius.* This, however, is disputed. Be it as it may, he 
certainly was no Bishop. 

The Gnostics also had no Bishop for their founder and pro- 
moter. Carpocrates was a leading man among them ; but he 
was never invested with apostolical episcopacy.^ 

Cerinthus, Ebion, Valentinus, Secundus, Epiphanes, Isidorus, 
Ptolemaeus, and Marcas, were no Bishops ; nor were Colarbasius, 
Heracleon, and Cerdo. 

The thirty-ninth Christian sect in Epiphanius is that of the 
Cathari, or Puritans. Novatius, an African Presbyter, was the 
author of this sect ; and he seduced Novatianus, a Roman Pres- 
byter, to join with him against his Bishop.^ 

Theodotus, or Theodotion, was a learned man, and orthodox 
at first ; and so was Bardesanes Syrus ; but neither of them was 
a Bishop. 

Montanus became the author of an impious heresy, because 
he could not obtain the episcopal character. He blasphemously 
declared that he was the Holy Ghost."* 

The first heretical Bishop that we meet with in ecclesiastical 
history, is Paulus Samosatenus, who succeeded Demetrianns in 
the see of Ikntioch, in the year 262, and who feU into heresy in 
the year 207. Here is a long space of time, more than two 
hundred years, and not one Bishop can be produced who was 
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the author of any heresy. But in that time, we find a few Prech 
byterS) one Deacon, and several laymen, who were authors of 
heresies; 

This Paulus^ was a bad man as to his morals, and very hete- 
rodox as to his faith. He taught that Christ was not God.* 
But he was not the first that taught this doctrine. Artemas and 
Theodotus taught it before him." Now, Sir, be careful to put 
Paulus on your list of heretical Bishops ; but, at the same time, 
remember that he was deposed by a council of Bishops. Theo- 
dotus, too, who was a Presbyter, was not suffered to remain in 
the Catholic Church. He was excommunicated by Victor, 
Bishop of Rome. 

We have now, §lr, enumerated the principal heresies which 
sprang up in the Christian Church, for the first three hundred 
years, and in all that time, we find, among many thousand 
Bishops, but one heretic. This is really very wonderful. If 
any man wished to ascertain the state of Christian doctrine dur- 
ing that period, what better proof could he have of its purity, 
than this remarkable coincidence of principle among the gov- 
ernors of the Church ? There is nothing like this to be pro- 
duced in modern times, of which some people talk in such high 
strains of panegyric. Now, from a general prevalence of purity 
of doctrine, we^ may very reasonably infer purity of morals ; 
otherwise, what advantage has truth over error 7 Add to this 
the dreadful persecution of Christians during this period, and 
we may safely pronounce, without inquiring into the fact, that 
the three first centuries were the golden period of the Church. 
What then shall we say to your picture of it ? I do not hesitate 
to say, that it is a perfect caricature. 

The following ages, it must be acknowledged, were not so 
pure. The early part of the fourth century was very afflictive 
to the Church, in consequence of heresy and schism, which 
always destroy its peace. Meletius, an Egyptian Bishop, the 
first of that order who began a schism, forsuok the communion 
of the Church, because, according to Epiphanius, those who fell 
from the faith under persecution, were received into it. But 
Athanasius tells the story differently. He says, that this Bishop 
had himself denied the faith, and being condemned by a synod 
of Bishops, he became a schismatic. 

About the same time sprang up the Dpnatists, who, if Optatus 
be right, owed their origin to two Presbyters, Botrus and Celeu- 
sius ; although they were named from Donatus, one of their 
Bishops, who lived a good while after the rise of that faction, p 

But the sect that most afflicted the Church in' the fourth 
century, was that of the Arians ; so called from Arius, who, by 
good providence, was no more than a Presbyter. He taught 
that Christ was not of the same substance with the Father, 
and that he was not eternal. This doctrine first (Jivided the 
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Church of Alexandria, and then all the world ; a few Bishops 
adopting his notion, but by far the greater part opposing it 
At length a general council was called, by which Joius was 
condemned; and out of nearly three hundred Bishops, but 
seventeen took his part, and but ^^e of them refused to aigii the 
decrees of the council.^ 

Constantius succeeded his lather in the East, and being a 
friend to the Arians, that heresy gained ground to a great 
degree. The Bishops, who were generally opposed to it, were 
deposed and banished, and the sees filled with Arians. It was in 
this state of things that so much contention arose among the 
Bishops of the Church. The Arian Bishops, supported by the 
Emperor, persecuted the orthodox Bishops; while these, as was 
their duty, strenuously opposed their heretical adversariea 
Hence arose that confusion and violence, which Gregory Nazi- 
anzen speaks of as existing in the councils of that age. Not 
Prelacy^ as you would have your readers believe, but here^, 
was the principal cause of it ; and if the Bishops could have had 
their wish, or if their efforts had been successful, the Church 
would not have experienced the miseries which resulted Groia 
that pestilent sect. 

The sects that sprang out of Arianism were, most of them, 
begun by those that were not Bishops, ^tius was no more 
than a Deacon.' Eunomius and Macedonius were heresiarchs 
long before they were Bishops. The prevalence of Arianism, 
under an Arian Emperor, placed them in episcopal chairs." 

Another improver of Arianism, and leader of a new sect, was 
Aerius. He was no Bishop. His fellow student, Eustathius, 
being raised to that office in preference to him, the disappoint- 
ment rankled in his breast, and he began to disparage the 
apostolic order. " He was," says Dr. Maurice,^" the Cartwright 
of those times, and the father of the presbyterian parity — a 
notion brought into the world by the ambitious discontent of 
one, who, wh^n he could not be a Bishop himself, yet scorned to 
seem inferior to any Bishop." 

The Audians were a sect which sprang up about the same time 
with the Arians, headed by one Audius, an Anthropomorphite ; 
but he was no Bishop, till he had made a schism, and then he 
was made a Bishop by his own party.^ 

The Priscillianists, who were a mixture of Manichees and 
Gnostics, sprang up . in the West ; but their author was not a 
Bishop. Marcus is supposed to have been the founder of it ; 
but it does not appear that he had any clerical character. Pris- 
cillian, his scholar, gave name to the sect ; but he was no more 
than a layman, when he was condemned by the council of 
Saragossa.** 
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The Pdiglaii heresy bad no ptshap, c^Jtiier * for its Wflicdr <>r 
-promdtef.- Pelaglus, who gave it being, was^a monk ;' and Jttl^ 
mis and Celestius, his diciplesr, were liever Bishopr.^ - ^ ^" 

' Eiityche^ wasT no Btehop^ bwt a i^onk, ^Thts heresy preVallea 
ehietfy among the Eastern tncnikSj^^ho mad<^ great (lisiurbaiSEbeii) 
•bout if after thercduncil of Ohalcedfoftt:' ; ' 

The heresy of thia Meiiothelites wi^ aft unavoidable conS^ 
^nencfrof'the doctrine* of Eutych^s.. This" heresy i9 fatherea 
ttpoii Cyruft, Bishop of Alexandria, who- sedticed' two other 
Bishops into his 'pinion. BuH; this' departure. from, CattioIiC 
doctrine itiade t)6 great jrfogre^s, liaViilg met with great opposi- 
tion irola the episeoj^I college. 

These were the t>riucipal heresies of the ftrst ive or six centur* 
Hesjaiid tee see'lhat fijo blatne'can'be attached to the Bishops i 
bnt, Oh the contrary,' that they aredeserving of the' highest 
commendatioo. "■ ' ' y^ ./ ' > ' ,' '.: ^ 

^* Bnt now," says Dr. Maurice, " bibcaus^ the ^evil had another 
game to' play, and'^stailed iip. but few heresies tfritil those last 
ages;, let us dee ''what soft' of men the authors of them have 
been." The'Swenkfeldiaiis, Anahaptjst^, Iffennonists, the P^mMly 
o? Love, Quakers, RanfersiV qind'tlie rest of the modem secl'^ ; dia 
these derive thetnselv^s' l^om aity vBishops ?^ ^fvetus, tfaS' he 
fr Bishop 7 Or Socidiis ? Or' wer^ the Racovi^n divines a Council 
of Bishops?"-^, We^ Luther and Caifoldstadiys Bishops ? "It 
is well Jnown th^y were. ndt. '. Vet ihey could quarrel, and 
disgrace the reformation' by their ihcessant jarring.- \ The latter 
was at last banished by the Elector of .Saxony, at the irtstigaiipn' 
of Luther. • Bishops had nothihg t<i do^ilh these contentions,^ 
which are enough -to ra^l;^ aChrisiian ' weep.' / ' . . - 

Let- us now see hovvit was ih the Church^ of <?eneva, that 
paraxon of .ecclesiastical, regimen. ' .-..."*'. 

Calvinythe founder of jrmnietetiar parity,, was' eniJott^^ fey 
nature with* great patents. " 'But h6 was a'w;<in. His oe'W'Schenie 
of ministers upon equal ground, witti a mixture of ^faliiiff Elders, . 
was to do wonderSi, Bat^ were his'cxpectatfops realized *? Noj 
Genev-SL was' soon torh with factions,- and this gentle systelh of 
parity became r the source- of much contention, v Calviii . ^as- 
rewarded for his ser^^ocs with banishment | 6ula|tcr soraetupe 
he was restored, And a iiew trial given to parft^. It appear^ 
from his own lettte, that the Church in that city was Trii,serabl J^ 
distracted, although there wasS not a-6tsliGp within its atiuos- 
ph^re. The return of Gal via revinced: again ' the gentle sway. 
of presbytery. Castellioi a" inan of great ^eaiii in g,'w§^ sdon 
expelled, at the instigatfon of thd i'e:former'. . A' Violent contest 
then" took {)lace feet\vee'n him Knd the senate' ab6ht the election" 
of a minister. It produced almost sedition. Calvin's- bu^rels 
wtthPerimisj;)fOceeded to*suOh ^ len^thj that the council becanie 
furiou* against oner aiiothen^^ And what ^o you think was;thef 
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etme of it 1 . Why^ Poiniis thought h. was no .hanQi«to' remate 

Himself now and then with dancijig^.- But Calvin, aakhough no 
Bmhop, played th& tyrant, and forbad that amusement upon 
pain of excommnnicatioD. Perinus was not to be treated is 
that manner. He o{)po8ed. such tyranny ; and two of the minis' 
fers who joined with him were turned out of their ^vings. The 
contention betame gen^iral throughout the city, and.the ooHimon 
council taking different Sides, almost cut one another's throats. 
Many 9)ore instances of tumults might 4>e adduoed as proo& of 
the g^rUleuess of |»arity. , 40ne 'pe1*son was put to doath for 
libelung Calvin. Another was banis^d the city, for preaching 
against predestination. Seivetus was burned for heresy. $o 
' . much for the* niotlqsr church of presbytery. * . 

Si^itzerland Mso . fared^ no . better under this parity regim^i, 
' Dr. Manrice says, "Erastus having, publisiled his (Theses of 

excommunication; was confuted by Beza ; yet there remained 
litiU several ministers dissatisfied; aa Bu]]inger,^ualter, and 
divers others. . This^ occasioned yeiy great jealoQsiea between 
th^ several parties, and it had cdmost come to a, ruptures The 
Churches, of the Palatinate were net less shaken with tiiis new 
controrersy,^and the zealots ior.this government and discipUne 
took all occasions puWicly to maintaii;i them ;. but the prudence 
of the Prince. preyented the mischiefs which threatened bis 
Churcheafrom this question. .BulUnger, in a letter dated Marc^ 
10, 15t4, and Gaulte:r, in soohb {etteri^ . of his to the Bishops of 
London an4 Ely, and several other, eye witnesses, do suffi- 
ciently testify the lamentable condition of those iteforined 
Churches, an.a the contusion which presbyterian' government 

I • brought upon them.''* • ' . ^ 

The Genevaplatibyth was adopted; by the preformed in France. 

i The constant persecution that Church was u^der, anid due bloody 

Wars they had to maintain with the Cathohck^- kept them, of 
Xiecessity, more united than their^ neighbours. But notw«th< 
standing the* heavy pressure upon thetii, parity cOu}^ not pre- 

» « * serve thejn in peace. Ne w, and dangerous ojpiinions in religion 

ifere continually started, aii^d it required all the exertions of the 
. anident Ou Plessis, and a few more of his character^tQ keep the 
Church in any tolerable degree of tranquillity. 
' HoUandv too, where j9art% reigned in perfection^ and the 
face of a Bishop was not to be seen, exhibited a sad.,seene of 
distraction. ." The Church governmegt of that country,?' ^ays 
Dr. Maurice, '^was not e§tS)lished- without great trouble and 
difiioulty, and occasioned no sm.all disturbance."' The civil 
magistrates, and the ' mln:istry, were' constantly at variance. 
Bynod after synod was jconvened, and they, did more harxn. than 

good. If these, synods, had been episcopal^ we should -have 
eard enough about thehr contentions; but, by ' good ^fortune, 
thej^ were «fl'Composed of parity men.^ 
■■ I 
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But ihese dispute were riot of great moment, in coraparison 
of what followed. The Arminian schism threw that Church 
intp Violent convulsions. For several years tKere was nothing 
but conference after conference, tod syhod after synod. ' At Uurt 
ft came to lumiihj^nd sedition, and bloodshed. .'A general synod 
WAS then resolved on : it met at DortT The Remonstrants were 
condemned, aiid these poor people, among whom were some.of 
the most learned men of the age, were treated with the greatest 
severity. Some of the ministers who would not subscribe, were 
banished, ^nd some were imprisoned. In short, it was d.s^ 
SG^e. This bu^ineiss^ was cdnduc^ted, not Under episcopal regi- 
jnen, but under the mild sway of presbytery. 

*^Anct as these presbyterian Churches have been ail^ioted with 
tt!:hisms and contentions, do they have lyeen sensible of the mie^ 
chiefs of heresy; In theffl, ministers haVe no great revenues, 
nor dignities, nor power, and there are no Bishops j^ and yet 
heresies make a shift to thrive. Arians, Socinians, Mennonists, 
and Others, abound^ and are pertrriacipus.'.'*^ .- 

3ut,^perhaps, there is no Church which Has ^elt the tnischiefe 
of. parity niiore than that of Scotland, -*' The concord of that 
Church," says my author, " was much greater while it con- 
tinued under Superintendents and Bishops, than it has been 
since Andrew Meivil disthrbed it with the perfection of the 
"Geneva discipline and govemtneht. What ^hisms there arose 
in the late times between the disciplinarians and the rest, and 
what disturbances the sanie sort of men have given of late, is 
too well known to need a relation, and the fidd 'conventiclee 
still witness.""^ It is utterly inconsistent With historical truth 
to give the least iniimation that the * unity of the Church' i^ pre- 
served v by presbyterian regimen. "Is this proof," asks Dr. 
Hobart,- "'tp be found in th^ almost infinite number of sects, 
which sptang from presbytery in the lime of Oliver Cr6mwell'# 
Or does this proof exist in the state of the Presbyterian Churches 
ih ^Scotland, or in ihis cmintty ? In Scotland", the Seceders ate a 
numerous body, who separated from the parent Churchy charge 
ing.her with being a corrupt Church. We find there that pres- 
byterian government did not preserve the visible unity, of the 
Church: Was unity preserved amon g the Seceders, who carried 
with them presbyterian government,, perfect equality of rank 
.an^ong ministers ? ' In the space of a few years after , the s^es- 
eion, they split into the two • sects-, of Burghers dUd Antir 
Burghers ; the former so called from submitting to wh^t is balled 
i\ii^ Burial* oath, which tfa^" latter refuse to take, as inconsis- 
tent with the principles of the secession. ' Here then e;re three 
distinet • Presbjrterian Churchedj ^ho formally exconununicated 
on^ anothet, and disclaim aU church fello^Vship. Admirable 
epeeioien of the efftcaey of presbjrteriari. government in presery- 
ing the visible unity <^ the Chutch! But this is not all- I9 
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Scotland, there is a fourth Presbyterian Churchy called the Me- 
lief Church, so denomioated from tbciir haying ^r,elieved ihexj^ 
selves from ihe patronage by which liirlogs are conferred lathe 
established Church. And last, though not least of ail, the 
Reformed Presbyterian Church, commonly called Gevenan- 
terSf who boast that they alone mai^tain the genuine presbyte- 
rian principles, and are the purest Church on the face of the 

earth-"** 

^'' Nearly the same divisions are found among Presbyterians in 
this country, as sul?sist in Scotland, There are several denomi- 
natipns'^of them prpfiessing. subjection to distinct ecclesiastical 
judicatories, and some of them refusing church iellowship with 
the others^"^ There are also numerous epngregations in New- 
England, who are, as to ordination, pr^sbyterian, although as to 
government Congregational ; and they also have had frequent 
coBtentions and numerous schisms. ^ that look where we will, 
since the reformation, and we shall find parity the fruitfjil 
source of confusion in the Church.) No goyeinment indeed can 
prevent this' altogether. The nature of man is so depraved ; he 
IS so much under the sway of pride, and selfishiless, and obsti- 
nacy, that offences of this sort must come. But some goveinr 
ments, in their very nature, are better calculated to preserve 
peace,, and prevent schism, than others. That appears tome to 
be strikingly the case, with the episcopal regimen. Look at the- 
episcopal Church in this country, and you will find it one in its 
form, in its ordination, and in its worship. . It is the same in 
England, in Ireland, in Gotland, and in Sweden and Dmmark. 
What an inestimable adykntage is thisl If a sc\^ism' should take 
place, it is a diificult matter to induce a Bishop to violate the 
unity of the Church. In countries where there is an- establish- 
ment, it scarcely ever occurs ; and eyen where there is no estab- 
lishment, the degradation and loss, of character that ensue, 
and the almost impracticability of preserving the^ successiooi 
are deterring circumstanqes. But among Presbyterians these 
things are continually occurring. A turbulent man can at any 
time make a schism, and as there is not the least difficulty yf'vik 
respect to ordination, a presbytery of some sort or- other being 
easily formed, .the cirx^umstance which.is attended ,with sq mu^ 
difficulty to Episcopalians, who are disposed, to be schismattcali 
i^ not attended with the slightest inconvenience to. Presbyteriaa 
schismatics. IViey^mtky be schismatics, and Presbytedans still. 
But when Episcopalians are guilty pf schism, they scarcely ever 
retain that cnaracter, but in almost every instance have recourpe 
to ordination by Presbyters. , This is not an imaginary advantage 
which the • episcopal regimen possesses. Look at the episcopal 
Churches throughput the World, arid it will be found to be a 
imatter of /act, that where episcopacy is absupdoned, there schieoxis 
aad sects spring up like, njfushrdoma. When^ in the seYcnteei^thi 

b Apohfs/, p. 22t| 282. ^ t Ibid, p. 22% 224*' 
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ce^tury^ that apostolical regimen was abolished in England, 
upwards of sixty different ,8ea\s, according -to Edwards, a Pres- 
bjTterian divine, distracted that unhappy country. Bu^ as /Boon 
as episcopacy was restored, they gradually died away, And left 
behind them but Qye or i^ix of the knore decent and sober kind. 
In Scotland, too, it was pretty much in the same way. As sopn 
as IVIeiyil got his favourite GeheVa platform introduced, schismli 
began, and they have not ended to this day ; and what is' mOre, 
never will, as long as parity prevails. 

When we attend to the operations of our oWn minds, we iind 
them. almost intuitively admitting the expediency of sifperibr 
ranks in communities of every kind. Whsit has always been the 
common sentiment, and the coH;impn practice of the world, must - 
be Correct.' In matters of taste, in moral principles, and in 
political science, it is allowed, to be so. Why is nature, and the 
common sense of mankind,>to be violated in the government of 
the- Christian Church ?' We do not cease to be men as soon as 
we' become Christians, There is enough of pride, ambition^ 
and. perverseness, in both priests and people, to need all thouse 
checks which the wisdom of ages has found necessary^ to pre^ » 
serve peace and harn\ony in religious .communities. Histoiy is 
uniform in her report upon this subject. The religion of the 
Patriarchs, of the Jews, qf the Greeks and Romans, of the Per- 
sians^ of tne Egyptians, of the- Druids, of the Mahometans, in 
short, of every nation that deserves to be so called, had its supe<> 
rior and inferior priests ; and we know, that intone instance the 
Ajlmigbty' exj;)resfily enjoined this gradation, if, then, the 
common sense of mankind be considered as a sure test' of truth ;< 
if the experience of ages has sanctioned imparity in the minis- 
ters of religion ; .if God hiniself expressed his approbatipn of it, 
by establishing it among his peculiar people, the jews \ we may 
very reasonably conclude, that JEdtis Christ would not act in 
direct opposition^ to the voice of nature, to the common sense of 
mankind, and to the example set Him oy his HeaTeniy Father. 
And when we add to these anaZb^tcaZ and a pf zort ar'guments, 
the accumulated evidence that has been adduced in proof of the 
facty J see. not what ihere is wanting to convince an.unpreju-r 
diced mind, that episcopacy is an apostolical and djvine insti*. 
tutioUi ' 

One more lettef , Sir, and I ahatl take my leave of this svibjef t 
for the present. 

W 
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LETTER XXI, 

f 

ReV, Sir i 

You go on in the same strain of unqualiiSed invective against 
Bishops; not recollecting, that everything with which you 
charge them, may be retorted uppn presbytery in a tenfold 
degree. Yoq say, * If we examine the history of any episcopd 
Church on earth, we shall find it exhibiting, to say the least, as 
lai'ge a share of heresy, contention, and schism^, a» any which 
bears the presbyterian form ; and, what is more, we" snail ever 
find tlie Prdates themselves quite. as forward as any others^ in 
scenes of violence and outrage.' 

These charges could not have proceeded from a proper motive. 
If they were even well founded, .they ought not to have been 
advanced. "^Religion can derive no benefit from criminations of 
this kind, nor did your argument require the introduction of &e 
subject. I fear you were pqt under the influence of. your usual 
meekness of spirit, when you cpmrhitted to paper several passa- 
ges in your book. With an appearance ef much cancfoiirr and 
moderation, ^very now and then expressions dropped. from your 
pen, which show th?it all is not right. I am sorry to make ttiese 
observations ; but when a man advances, ill-founded, and at the 
same time severe things, he has no right to expect Uiat they will 
be passed oyer in silence. 

Before you indulged yourseifinchargesofthis serious nature, 
you ought to have refreshed your memory with a perusal of the 
history of the Christian Church. If you ha4, you w- ould have 
found but one Bishop a heretic for the first three hundred years 5 
and very few, in aiiy age, in comparison of Presbyters and lay- 
men. And lag to violence and outrage, I ani totally at a ioiss to 
determine what, you'mean, and at ^at Church you point. I 
cannot thin^ that you have our Church lii view, or the moderate 
Church of England, or of Ireland, or the episcopal Church in 
Scotland, or the Church of Sweden^ or of Denmark, or of the 
Moravians. What, Sir, do you ^ean? When you td[| Uis, you 
will most probably receive an answer. _ 

I have, in the course of this discussion, several times expressed 
my astonishment at your mann^ .t>f quoting authors, and at 
yout wide departure from Well authenticated facts^ You give 
us another instance^ You iniorjn us, that Eusebius gives ^ sad 
picture of .the divisions among Bishops ; but yt)u take care not 
to tell us in what part of his history that picture Is to be found, 
I have looked over his account of the state of the Church in the 
early part of the fourth century j and so far from findinjg a great 
corruption of morals, I-am astonished ^i the faith and patience 
displayed by all ranks of Christians, under sufferings the most 
appalling to human nature. Anoong these ChHstikns, he g^ives a 
long list of illustrious Bishops^ ^wSo endured the most excm^ 
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elating tortures^rftthet than reaouncethfiirOop and SicTi^trm, 
itead, Sir, liis account of th^ Dioelesian perdeeutioo^ and perhaps 
you will feel in your heart some teoderpesa, ^^^b ior Bishops. ^ 

You have given us, Sir, a very uawarranteble account of tiio 
Nic^nfi Council ; and to have some colour for yow representa- 
tion, you say in a note,* that Gfregory Nazianzen ' speflJts -of the 
unprincipled ambition and shameful conduct of the clergy of 
that council .' When 1 see th e passage which gi v€s that inf^r&ia'- 
tion, I shall not be disposed to doubt that U is to be found -in tbe 
vs^rks of Gregory ; but then I shall, oppose to it the accbuai 
which Eusebius gives us of that council. He-wa^^amemberof 
the council, and must, therefore, have kjiown more about it than 
Gregory, who lived fifty years after the event. Eusebius says 
nothing, that I can find, about ^unprincipled ambition and 
shameful conduct.' If you will consult the thirteenth Chapter 
ofthe third Bookj you will find that nothing occurred inconsis^ 
tent with gravity and decorupi. He mentions, indeed, an undutf 
degree of waritith that appeared in some of the members, and 
some instances of personal reflections, which the Emperor, who 
vras present, immediately checked. Arianism, and the time of 
keeping Easter, were the most material points debated in that 
council, and the first, in particular was very interesting ; of course 
it would excite warmth, and warmth generally produces imprb« 
jMrieties ; but none occurred, according to Eusebius, but what 
the subjects, and the number of the members present, would 
naturally produce ; none that would justify your aspertion, that - ^ i 

the clergy of that council were men of ' unprincipled ambition, 
and shamefur conduct.' ^ • 

*When I read the account which Eusebius has given of that 
council, and. the canons which were made by it, I cannot per* 
Ceivejn your representation, the least trace of moderation, or 
conformity to facts. I should think that men who could enact 
such canons as the following, must be pure .themselve8,-and very 
zealous to promote purity in others. The second canon ordains, 
that;*' those who shall be convicted of any <irime,^hall be deprtved 
of their ecclesiastical functions." The third forbids ** Bishops, 
Priests, Deacons, and! other clergymen, to keep women in the 
house with them, excepting those of whom there can be no sus^ 
picion." The ninth ordains," that those Priests ahaU be de^a- 
dedi who are found either to have sacrifiaed, or to have b^n 
guilty of other crimes before their ordihatipn;" The fifie^thlbr- 
bids " the traiislation of Bishops and Priests,'* s^ld ordain^^ *• ^t 
tiiose who shall be translated, slisktl retuoi to their first Oburob.*^ 
*rh^ seventeenth ordains "that clergymen who are ttsai«rs^ or' 
^ho take sordid gain, ^all be. deposed."^ These eanoiis look as 
If the. Bishops ox that council wei^ men of virtue and vellgSdn, 
and not ambitious and unprincipled, as you ri^present them; Add 
to this, that th^y had butiately eopue out of a moni dissaxHW 
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pereecQtion, whieh senenlly purifies both priests and people ; 
and then there can be no doubt that you have given a grossly 
erroneoufl ftccotint of the council of Nice, and the Bishops of the 
early part of the fourth century. 

I should not, Sir, take any notice of your quotation from Dr. 
Owen, were it not to sho^ your readers how strangely you 
have hooked yourself upon one of -the horns of a dilemma. 
"The first express attempt," says the learned Dr. Owen, "to 
oorrupt and divide a Church, made from within itself. Was that 
in^he Church of Jerusalem j made by Thebulis, because Simon 
Cleopas was chosen Bishop, and he was refused. The same 
rise had the schisms of the Novatians and Ddnatists, tlie here- 
siea of Arius and others." Now, Simon Cleopas was either a 
dioc^safij or a amfpresrational Bishop. If a diocesan^ then you 
jgive up the point, aad acknowledge that kind of ep^opacy to 
be an s^ostofical institution. If a conf^regaiiondl Bishop, then 
I would be glad to know, what the conduct of, Thebulis has to 
do with diocesan episcopacy? Dr. Owen may have been a 
learned man ; but if this specimen be any proof, he was not a 
rea/SQner, And how you could so far forget yourseji as to 
quote with approbation a passage^ which Implies ^ther a ^ere-' 
liction of your hypothesis, or a circumstance, which, if it has 
any force, lies entirely against yourself, can be accounted for in 
no other way, than by supposing tliat your zeal obscured your 
understanding. 

What you ssty from page 339 to 341, is only a repetition of 
what yon say in the first part of the letter; to which I have 
made a reply in my last. But it may be well to take notice of 
yonr mode of answering an obvious objection to your reasoning, 
rqur position is, that those who belong to a true, visible Churchy 
ought to be better than those who do not. To this I haveshown^ 
that' the Quaker can talk precisely in the same manner with- 
respect tp Presbyterians, that you do with respect to Episco- 
X^aOians ; and thai there is no possible way for you to hreak the 
force of the retort. This alone is quite sufficient to iQipose 
silence upon you, without adding another syllable.; for the 
reasoning of.ttie Quaker, upon tbfe Presbyterian principle^ "no 
ministry, no true Church," is perfectly logical. But other modeft 
of reasoning may be adopted by us. I ask' youj-how" do you 
determine that the members of our Church, when placed, in 
equ?dly fevourabie- circumstances, are riot better than the mem- 
ber9 of your Church? Will you say, I can see with my eye* 
uid hear with my ears, an& cannot perceive that they are.a tittle 
better than we ? ' But, Sir, have we not eyes and ears a9 well.aji 
you? And are they not a^ good as yours? Now, suppose 
their report, should be that we are better than you, what would 
you say to it ? I cannot see what, but that j/oi^ do no^ think so, 
WkX suppoee loe do^ who is to decide the point ? Can any created 
being do it? I believe not. 
. I &»pe J shall net be jaisunderstood upoa this pointt I inaka 



DQ claim for Episcopalians to 8.up0rioiL.goQdne^. 1 aalypiit 
the matter upon this ^rqund for th^ sake of- argument; and to 
show the weakness of what you seem to think conclusjive rea* 
soning. In truth; the whole is mere assumption. -.' ^ .. 

Another mode of reasoning used hy usis, that th^e may be 
yery correct principles^ and yet not a suitable practice. But.you 
say, this 4s merely an, evasion of the argument. V Ajud again 4 
' We' contend that tjiere is, and must ever be^ wiere virtue wA 
holiness in the Church of Christ, Uian ouJt of it.' Thejx it 
will follow, ai^you^unchu^Fch the Quakers by making a ministry 
essential to a true Church, that the objection in the muoutlvtH 
a Quaker against you, is as strong as the same objection in the 
mouth of a jPreshy teician against us. You ought. then in reason 
to satisfy the Quaker, before you demand of us to ^tisfy you* 

You go on — ' Nor do we, by taking this gfound, furnish either 
aft infidel or an. heretic with a handle against us.' Why not"? 
Because, * as long as he could only with triith say^ Some of youj 
Christians, are as bad as. infidels; I would confidently reply^ 
they- are not Christians but hypocrites ; for if they bad any 
portion of the spirit of their Master, they would not act thu<« 
But if he could really make it Appear that Christians sore in 
g&nerdi, and as a body, in no respect better than infidels, he 
would certainly establish his argument' And do ypu really 
think, Sir, that these are parallel cases 7 ,. Is Xhe;*e no diil^enoe 
between infidels and professing Christians who have jip i^id 
i^inistry ? Have not these the Bible to, regulate their priliiciples, 
and improve them in virtue and piety 1 Infidels reject this, 
sonrc^ of infprmation altogether. They therefore can hav^ no 
knowledge of God, but by their own unassisted reason; and 
lijchat a fallible guide that is, the history of mankind sufiiciently 
eirinoes. Were a Christian in a situation, in which he eould 
not attend any public worship, but had to rely entirely upon hia 
Bible for instruction, we might reasonably suppose that he would 
be a better man than the infidel, who rejects, that source of 
instruction. Otherwise, what advantage has giaod instruction 
overbad? What advantage has revelation over reason 1 In that 
book he i^jrould fiad that the wrath of God, is revealed agm%9i 
all unrighteousTxess ; ih&i remission of sim is preached in th0 
name of 'Jesus Chhist, and in no otlier name wbatever« 
Would not this (the blessing of God £|ttending it) have a 
powerful tendency to raise him from a death of ain to a li^ 
of righteousness 7 It :Certainly would. B,ut the infidel, by 
rejecting the Bible, foregoes this inestimable advanta#& He 
irasts to his own fallible reason, which can never assnre bim» 
that, were he even to. repent of his past transgressionSi and liv9 
righteously for. the future, this would recQmmend himi to the^ 
favour of Gop, and give him a reasonable hope of eternal h(^ 
pinesa. Reason never produced this conviction in the miada^oC 
the Heathen. They were without hape^ qnd without Qq9: im 
the world, Her^ there is a striking dilTerenc^ between Ui0 Qaae 
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of the infidel «nd that of the Christian, although the latter were 
in a situation in which he could not attend any Kind of public 
iostraetion and worship. * Btit when the Christian regularly 
attends public worship, although thc^ ministers who officiate 
have not reoeiyed a valid miqistry, yet the benefit of joining in 
tile prayers and praises of a religious assembly, and the moi^ 
aod religious lessons that are taught from the pulpit, must^ in 
reason, bef considered as very great. 

Still farther. In a Church in which there ii^ not a Scriptnr^ 
and valid ministry, both those who administer what are deenied 
sacraments> and those who receiye them, may receive consider- 
able benefit from them. And as the ministers who ofiiciate 
sincerely believe that they have a right to do so, aiid the people 
also have the same persuasion, there can be no doubt, that a 
God of mercy will pardon their involuntary error, and dispense 
that' grace to their Well meant endeavour to do his will, which 
is not attached by promise to unwarrantied administrations. If 
yon should not deem these observations satisfactory, you Will be 
under the necessity of excluding from divine grace and inercyj 
these Christians who have no ministry. 

^Once more, Sir — The whole of your reasoning upon this 
point appears to me to rest upon a false foundation. It supposes 
that the ministry is of the essence of religion. There may be, 
and we know there is, faith in Christ, and. love to God and 
man, which are the essentials of Christianity, where there is 
no ministry. A ministry is. In my opitiron, esseittial to a visible 
Chuxch> In this I believe £pisct)palians and Presbyterians are 
generally agreed. It is, therefore, of great importance^ to 
preserve it. What God has appointed, no mcfn, no Church has 
aright to reject. Still some good people may be so* unhappy as 
to err upon this point. Of the cause of their error we are 
not competent judges. We ihust leave them to him who judgeth 
righteously. 

Upon the whole matter, in the words of Dr. Hobatt^ '^ he who 
wnrketh dll thdnffs according to the council of his ownwU^ 
may dispense with his own - institutions, and depart from the 
settled order of the economy of 'grace. It may please him to 
bless the sincere exertions and labours of those who^Ppject ,the 
pwiHve inslUutione and Taws, of his house, Hegiveth- not to 
man an account, of his doings.^ The inefficacy of these institu- 
tions on the lives of many, -and the piety and holiness which 
others exhibit who reject them, may be trials of our hamiUty 
and submitisionj tests, whether under these inauspicious appear- 
ances we may not 'arrogantly exclaim, ' To what purpose are 
^ese positive ordinances'? We may be virtuous and pious 
without them?' Ah! let not the humble bdiever be sediiced 
by this speciotfs, bi\t arrogant reasoning from the ways of God's 
^pointment,. It was this proud .spirit whidh urged our first 
parents to violate a posiHve imtitttH&n of the ALMibHTT} 



which io^t them a paxa^iae, ati^^ the &lleii anfoli^ the. glory tf 

their fir9t€9tutey^, ' , . 

. Thus, Sir, it i^ppears to me, that there i^ no difficulty in answer- 
ing fairly. and solidly, the objectionVhich yon make to e{Mfh 
cdpacy, when carried so for as to .unchurch all non-episeopft- 
lians. If. we once adopt the principle, that we are not to admit 
any thing into our religious creed which bears hard upon others, 
I really do not know at what pokit we are to stop* I fear this 
principle wilLput all religions exactly upon a par. . The serious, 
and inquisitive mind will n^ver be satisfied, till it rests upon what 
it deems truth ; and wnen once it is settled upon that ground, it 
will never be induced to relinquish it fromany supposed or Teal 
inconvenience that may result from, it tp others. Were the con- 
trary to be admitted, a ministry must he given up ; for the ooix^ 
sequence offends those who haVe none, pifay, Christianity jnusi 
be given up; for it offends Jews, Turks, Idolaters, and Infiidels 
of every kind. ■ . 

This, Sir, or something like it, would be the answer to you» 
imaginary difficulty,, from that clas^ of Episcopalians who. pro- 
nounce the Presbyterian ministry absolutely invalid. The oth^r 
class, aEhough they pl^ce et>i9Copacy upon ,the ground of apos- 
tolical.and divine right,. :as well as the first ; yet, not thinking 
that it necessarily unchurches others, are not at all concerneoL. 
with your objection. This class then have the advantage of you* 
(if there bfc;any advantage in it ;) for, by your doctrine, a minis- 
try is made essential to a visible Church.; and,- consequently,' 
you unchurch the Queers, and some other mysticd professors 
of Christianity. ' 

But one more point now i^mains to be considered': it is ii\fi 
doctrine of uninterrupted succession. It is very evident to me, 
that although you admit the doctrine for the sake of argument, 
yet you do not believe it If so, yop are. not a Pi'esbyterian, for 
the .Westminster divines, and all true Pre^yterians, maintain 
that doctrine as strenuously as Episcopalians. Dr. Mason and 
Mr. M'Leod assert it most pointedly. I think, then, that they 
cannot possibly be pleased with this, .and several other patts oi 
your book. Were I a Presbyterian, Ishbuld certainly say, mm 
tcUi auxiliOy [I do not want such help ;] for in* my humble 
opinion, you have ruined the Presbyterian cause. Wer& it not 
too late in the discussion, ai^d that I am heartily tired of the 
labour I haye sustained, I woiild enter into a very minute detail 
of petrticulars ; but, perhaps on some future occasion, I may be* 
ipduced.to do it I have already said something upon the point 
in my thirteenth letter ; but Mr. How has said a great depd more ; 
and whoever reads his mcuterly performance with an .attenttve 
and impartial . mind, will be satisfied that I am correct in my 
assertion. 

The doctrine of unvnterrupUd succession appears to me to 
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%ift uHtt li le td <trfet logieal proofs In lewmlnf upon any pmn^ 
there miret be some lulowed principle upon whieh the reasoniii^ 
AnMr ultimately rest; for we cannot go on adding argument to 
arfimient ad infinitum [ wHhoot end.] l%e principle admitted 
fal this case is tnis-^no ma^ has^a'rig!it to act as an officer in 
CHRfsf B kingdom^ without a commission from him. ITie 
gre ate s t enthusiast, as wdi asthe most sober Christian, 'admhs 
mis to be reasonable,' necessary, and seriptnraL They di&r 
only M to the manner in which the commission is conveysd. 
Let us how see whether we cannot rest oinr arguments In proof 
of nntntenlipted sucossaion upon this ground! If 'we can, ttte 
pointmustnee^Barily be considered'as establnhed. 

There are but two ways pretended, in which a commissioB is 
etmTeyed from Cr^iist to his ministers. The one lis ordinary^ 
ihe-other extrtwrdinury. The latter we have nothing to* do 
with. In the first way, none can give a commission but those 
who are authorized by the ccmmiission they themselves bear, 
to commission otherQ. This is undeniable. But the question ^s, 
To whom was this power of appointing stewards in. Christ's 
household given ? It must have been given either to the people 
or to. ministers. We cannot possibly teir by our bwn reason^ to 
whom Christ gave this power; we must, -therefore, .have re- 
eonrse- to revelation. Now, there is not one tittle in the whole 
hbek of G6l>, which intimates that this t)ower was given to the 
X)eople: but, on the contrary, the original comiriissipn, and ewefy 
transactiion relating to a ministry, prove that none hut ministers 
of some sort' (it matters not what, as it rebates to the pr^nt 
argument) h&ve a right to ordain. They, then, whoare Ordained 
by laymen, cannot possibly derive a commiBsion in! this way 
fiinn the great Head of- the Church ; of- course, ordination by 
ministers must be the only scriptural mode. . The New Testa- 
ihent «hows this to have been the case. ,The Apostles were 
authorized by'CHRisr to act in his name; and he promised to 
wreflerve in hi^ Church to the end of time th'e authority which 
bid commission -conveyed. .By virtue of this comfmission, the 
Apostles ordained others, as St, Paul did Timothy arid Titus; 
and these officers committed the same commission jlo other iaith- 
fa\ men ; and thus a succession begun by Christ, and Continned 
by his ApostlesV and by those who i^uceeeded to the authority 
'cont»ned m the original commission, has been preserved, under 
the* special providence Of 'CHRisTi who has bound himself to the 
Church, that a succession shall be preserved to the end of the 
world. , -^ ■ - ■ 

"The Christian Church" {to' use the words of4>r. Chandl«r) 
" was thns originally constituted under officers of divine appoint- 
ment^ as evidently as the Jewish was; and Christians in the 
times of the Apostles, had no more right to^ set up an authority 
different fnim theirs, or in opposition to it, than the l^elites 
had in the rebellion of Kprah, to gainsay Moses and Aarmt in 
these very popular words l * Ye take too much upon yo% seeing 



oil the eoTtgregation afe hdy, every one of them^ and the LORHr 
is among them ; wherefore then lift ye up yourselves. above tiie 
cpngregation of the Lord V Let it now be observed, that whail 
were the rights of Christians in the Apostles' days, the very saiae^ 
neither more nor less, are the rights of Christians at this day."** 

'Consequently, as the power -of ordaining was not lodged in the* 
body diffusive, but in the hands of particular persons, it can be 
derived from the Apostles in no other way than by personal 
communication, or succession, in a line that has never been in^ 
terrupted. 

irthen all authority in the Church is mediately derived from 
Christ, as all Presbyterians allow, an uninterrupted succession 
is an inevitable consequence, and is capable of demonstratiKHii^ 
" If authority can be conveyed from Christ mediately, by a 
succession that is interrupted, there must be somewhere in. the 
succession a person who can give that which he has not. If the 
authority first given to A, is to pass on successively to B, to C, 
to D, and to E ; should the conveyance stop, or be interrupted 
at C, so that it passes not on to D ; in that case D does hot re- 
ceive it, and, therefore, cannot convey it to E, unless D be able 
to give what it has not. Supposing the authority, when it comes 
down to C, to be annihilated, or to cease ; unless it be renewed, 
£ can never be invested with it. The question then is, who shall 
renew it ? Now, all authority from Christ must flow from 
Christ ; if it begins, and has its source short of him, it is not 
his authority. If he pleases to renew it, he may give it imme- 
diately to K, oi: he may give it to D, by him to be communicated to 
E ; and in either way E may be invested with Christ'^ authority. 
But now let us suppose that any number of men upon earth, or 
that all the Angels in heaven, should attempt to renew the 
authority of Christ, once interrupted and lost ; unless a stream 
can have a higher derivation than its source — unless these men, 
or these Angels can give what they have not — the thing is impos* 
sible. They may,give what they have, they may give their own 

- authority ; but Christ's authority they cannot give, unless they 
have received it. And if they have received it, it is not they that 
renew the authority, but Christ himself."" 

Thus then it appears to be capable of demonstration, that an 
uninterrupted succession of ministers is essentia to the Christian 
Church ; and that if there has been any failure, a ministry deriv- 
ing its authority from Christ, has also failed. But this we 
know cannot be ; for Christ has promised that it should not ', 
and what he has promised, he is certainly able to fulfil. 

And as the order of the clergy is a positive institution by the 
great Head of the Church, so the different degrees of the minis- 
try must, of necessity be a positive institution by the same 
authority. If^ then, episcopacy has been proved to be a divine 

d Appeal further d^ended, p. 81) 82, 83. 
e Chanj>leb'8 Appeal defended, p. 60, 61. 
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institution, it as necessarily follows, Aiat the succession of 
Bishops has been as uninterrupted as the ministry. For if to 
the order of Bishops the power of ordaining was attached, then 
it follows that the episcopal order is essential to the perpetuity of 
the ministry. Of course a succession of such ordainers is essen* 
tiaL Admit then, that episcopacy is a divine institution, and the 
succession is a matter of necessity, and is no more capable of 
failure than the ministry is. Being the law of God's, house, it 
must answer the purpose for which it was established. It is no 
solid objection to say, that the ministry is too much under the 
control of man to be susceptible of perpetuity, and uninterrupted 
succession. The will of man is as much under the control of 
the Almighty as the winds of heaven, or the ebbing and flow- 
ing of the tides. Were he to withdraw his influence from the 
creation, the law of nature, as it is called, would not prevent, for 
a moment, universal confusion. The law of GOd, whether it 
respects the creation, the moral system, or the positive institu- 
tions of the Church, must produce its effects; and although 
deviations may, for wise reasons, be permitted in the natural 
and moral world, and in the Church, yet the general effect 
intended to be produced by the original constitution, will infal- 
libly -take place; and every thingiipon which the CREATOKhas 
stamped perpetuity, will no doubt continue till his purposes shall 
be answered. 

Thus I think it appears, both from reason and ^ripture, that 
the uninterrupted succession of the ministry, and of consequence 
episcopacy, if it be a divine institution, is a necessary conse- 
cuence of the original establishment ; and that there is no more 
danger of its failing than there is of the Church failing. It may 
indeed be destroyed in particular situatioiis ; somay the Ohureh 
also ; and we know that in fact this has been the case ; but so 
long as the sun and moon endure, so long will the Church and 
her ministry endure. 

It is an objection ^at sometimes meets us, that an unlnter- 
tupted succession cannot be proved by written i^cords. This is 
really very weak. We do not want records to prove the succes- 
sion of the ministry, {ts divine institution, and the promise to 
be with it to the end of the world, is a better proof of succession 
than a million of volumes would be. But although I deem this 
a sufficient answer to the objections, yet I will meet it another 
"way : I say, then, that we have records, equal to those for a suc- 
cession of the manuscripts of the Bible. Suppose, Sir, a Deist 
should ask— What proof can you give that the present Greek 
Testament is a faithful copy of the original Gospels and Epis- 
tles? Would you s not tell him that it is a copy of the oldest 
Greek manuscripts now extant— that it has been compared with 
otiier versions, the Latin, the Syriac, the Arabic, the Persic, the 
Eth topic, and that, for this, we have the testimony of the learned, 
which, from the nature of the case, is the only evidence we can^ 
have 1 If the Deist should proce^"^ his inquiry, and ask again-^ 
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How doyou know that the manuscripts, from which the present 
Greek Testament is taken, are genuine transcripts of more 
ancient manuscripts, and they again of still more ancient, till we 
reach the originals ? To this you would say. We have the testi- 
timony of the learned in every age up to ^he apostolic. Add to 
this, that we find our present Greek' Testament corresponding 
with innumerable passages in the writers of every age, from the 
first to the sixteenth century ; and then you have the most com^ 
plete evidence the case admits of, for the genuineness and authen- 
ticity of our present Greek copy. Just the same evidence we 
have for the succession of the ministry in every age. The testi- 
mony of a crowd of writers in every period of the Church 
declares it to be so ; nay, the very existence of the Church 
proves it to be so; for a Church and a ministry always go 
together. The one cannot be supported, cannot exist, without 
the other. There may indeed have been false pretenders to the 
ministry in every age, as there have been false copies of the 
sacred writings ; but both were rejected by the Church ; the one 
condemned as forged, the other as invalid. 
^ Notwithstanding the strong and invincible arguments that 
may be offered in support of the doctrine of uninterrupted swh 
cessionj yet you inform us, that several writers have pronounced 
' the claim of succession to be as futile as it is unnecessary ; 
assailing it with the most pointed ridicule, as well as with formi- 
dable arguments.' 

That several Presbyterians, Indep^endents, Socinians, and even 
Episcopalians, have opposed the claim of succession, is undoubt- 
edly as true as that several Deists have opposed the claim of 
revelation ; and that they have attempted to ridicule what they 
could not answer, is also true. But I am very sorry. Sir, that 
you should give the slightest countenance to the notion, that 
ridicule is a proper weapon on & serious subject. The inquiry, 
whether the Bible is the word of God, and whether the com- 
mission which Christ gave to his Apostles has been handed 
down by vicarious ordination to the present tim?, are certainly 
too serious to be ridiculed. When, therefore, I rea4 an auUior 
who uses ridicule, I take it for granted that he has no solid 
arguments to offer ; that the truth is too powerful for him, and 
that, therefore, he has recourse to distortion, which divests truth 
of its native beauty and simplicity, and gives it a form calculated 
to produce laughter mingled with contempt. Such a weapon 
will never be used by a serious Christian against any thing that 
is not in itself ridiculous ; and surely what can be supported by- 
sound reasoning, and by the word of GoD) can never be deserv- 
ing of that character. 

You conclude, Sir, as you began, with undesigningly misrep- 
resenting some of the writers of our Church. You say, Chil» 
lingworth, Barrow, and Hoadly, * have taken the negative side* 
of this question. If you had given a reference to that part of 
Phillingworth's writings^ which contain what you ascribe to him, 
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1 should, of course, commit the place; hut as you have not, I 
riiall not run over his works in quest of what I am fully satisfied 
can never he found. I am perfectly weary of the trouble yon 
have given me in this respect ; and I am sure that no one will 
blame me for declining it on this occasion. — As to Barrow, I 
have shown, in my eleventh letter, by several quotations from 
him, that he maintains the doctrine of succession, as much as 

f ftny man ; and also that Hoadly maintains it in his book on the 

Reasonableness of Conformity ; admitting, however, in a case 
of necessity^ a departure from tiie line of succession. It is true, 
that in the latter part of his life, he adopted - a principle that 
totally annihilated the Church of Christ. He supposed that 
Christ left no authority whatever in his^ Church ; and, conse- 
quently, that siLCcession is wholly needless. This produced the 
famous Bangorian controversy ; in which Hoadly was assailed 
l^ the ablest writers of the Church, and particularly by Mr. 
I^w, who gave him one of the most complete defeats that per- 
, haps any man ever I'eceived. ^ If you had Hoadly in view when 
he thus laid the " axe at the root of the tree," you are extremely 
welcome to him ; but if you had reference to the book I have 
tnentioned, you are greatly mistaken, as I have shown, page 145- 
To this doctrine of unbroken succession, so strenuously main- 
tained by all the apcients, and by the Churfch to which you belong, 
you evidently are not well affected. However, you will take 
for granted, ^ that it is^the only channel through which ministers 
of the present day can have the apostolic commission trsmsmit- 
ted to them. Supposing this to be the case, nothing is more 
easy than to show, on Presbyterian principles, that the succes- 
sion in our Church is as distinct, regular, and unbroken, as that 
«f the episcopal Church.' 

Were, Sir, this to be admitted, it can do you no. good, unless 
you can prove presbytery to be the original constitution of the 
Church. Then the same arguments that I have used in support 
of episcopal succession, would apply to presbyter ran ; because, 
undoubtedly, Christ would take care of his own institution. 
But even in this case, whatever may be said of your Church, it 
is very certain, that several sects make no pretensions to succes- 
sion, and, therefore, no care is taken to preserve it. This is the 
case with the Baptists, Independents, and others. In New 
JBnglaAd, there have been numerous instances of lay-ordinations^ 
cons^quenily, all derived from that source have no pretensions 
to succession. In France, for several years, lay ordination was 

, practised and defended ; but ^at length it was given up, as 

tmscriptural and unwarrantable. The ministry of the Hugue- 
nots, then. Cannot flow in an unbroken line. tJalvin himself was 
not ordained, if Beza, his friend and colleague, knew any thing 
9hout the matter ; and yet, no doutrt, he ordained numbers. Is 
it probable, then, that the Church of Geneva has a succession? 
With respect to the Church of Scotland, I do not know that lay 
prdini^tion ^ras ever admired hy her ; but it is v^y certain, that 
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for several years there was no suc];l thing as imposition of handsw 
This, I think, all sober Christians will acknowledge to be Very 
nnscriptural, to say the least. The English presbyterian sue- 
cession is, I believe, the most pure, as the first non-conformists^ 
were ordained by English Bishops. 

But admitting that Presbyterian orders are every where free 
from suspicion, yet there is one obvious objection to them. 
When the reformation began, all the Churches in Europe were 
episcopal,, and all the Presbyters then existing, had been ordained 
by Bishops. But no Bishop ever gave a Presbyter authority- to 
ordain. The utmost authority given is, to preach the word, and 
to administer the sacraments. Whence then did those Presby- 
ters who first "ordained, derive that power? The office of a Pres- 
byter is a gift mediately from Christ. But a person who 
receives a gift, receives just as much as the gift implies, and not 
a tittle more. But the power of ordaining was not a part of the 
' gift to the Presbyters at the reformation. How then could they 
ordain others when they were not empowered so to do ? Th6r« 
appears to be a difficulty here : How is it to be removed ? 

There is one expression, which, before I close, it may be pro^ 
per to notice. You say, at the bottom of page 346, that imparity 
is a Popish doctrine. Pray, Sir, do you know what Popery is ? 
I am perfectly cool, I do assure you. I will not give way to 
any indignant expressions ; but I do insist upon it, that you aro 
totally ignorant of the meaning of the word Popery, or you 
would not assert that imparity sprang out of the Church of 
Rome ; for this must be your meaning, or you mean nothing to 
the purpose. Besides, this assertion is inconsistent wijth your 
own concession. I have, proved that the Papal supremacy did 
not exist till the seventh century, and you allow that imparity 
prevailed centuries before that period. Can a thing spring from 
a source that did not exist till ages after ? 

Again : How happened it, Sir, that when the assertion under 
consideration dropped from your pen, you did not recollect 
Jerome's account of the Church of Alexandria ? He assures us, 
that imparity existed in that Churck from its foundation. Poor 
Jerome I How you do treat him ! When he speaks obscurely, 
he is a great man — a man of great learning and research ; but 
when he speaks plainly and positively in favour of episcopacy, 
. then he is treated with as little respect as you treat the office of 
a Bishop. 

Further: If imparity originated in the Church of Rome, 
there must be some evideifce of it. Now, Sir, I will put the 
matter to a fair trial. I call upon you to produce the evidence, 
that episcopal imparity be ff an in the Church of Rome, You 
have committed yourself, Sirj you must, therefore, either prove, 
or renounce your assertion. 

Lastly. Weigh impartially the evidence exhibited in these 
letters, for the apostolic origin of episcopacy, and then lay your 
band upon your heart, and in the fear of Gpn say, whether yoH 
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do not think thai you have most grossly libelled the whole 
Episcopal Ctiurch throughoat the world, in aseribing[ episeo- 
pacy to corruption, and to a love of power and domination, iroai 
which Papal supremacy originated. Something explicit upon 
this point will be expected from you, in the course of the con- 
troversy. Silence will not be idken as an acknowledgment of 
error, but as a pertinacious adherence to it ; and we shall not be 
satisfied unless you either say, ^ I have erred,' or maintain your 
assertion with learning and argument. 

You next sum up all that you have said in favour of parity j 
and against episcopacy , in the following triumphant manner. 

' You have seen,' (addressing your * Christian brethren ') ' that 
the Scriptures contain but one commission for the gospel min- 
istry.' — Yes, Sir, and we have seen that t?^ one commission was 
conveyed in all its plenitude to that order of men, who, accord* 
ing to Scripture and antiquity, took the place of the Apostles ; 
and to the Presbyters, but a part of the authority implied in 
that commission. This was proved in a particular manner by 
the authority given to Timothy and TitUs, and by the testimony 
of antiquity. 

* You have seen — that Bishop and Presbyter are uniformly 
used in the New Testament, as convertible titles for Uie same 
office ; that the same : character 3nd power are also, in the 
sacred writings, ascribed interchangeably to ^Bishops and Pres- 
byters, thus plainly establishing their identity of order as well 
as of name.'' — We have seen that the community of names is a 
gross and insufferable fallacy — that it does not follow, because 
the second order had a double title, that there were none who 
presided over them. We have seen that the Apostles governed 
those Presbyters and Bishops, and that they devolved their 
supremacy on a number of persons, to whom the care of 
Churches was committed ; and that this order' had one of the 
titles, at first given to Presbyters, appropriated to them. That 
title is Bishop, according to all the fathers, who are positive and 
decisive upon this point. 

'You have seen— that the Christian Church was organised by 
the Apostles, after the model of the Jewi^ ^unagogue^ which 
was undoubtedly presbyterian in its form.' — We have seen that 
the Synagogue and the Church are essentially different in 
their origin, their constitution, and their ministry; that the 
former was of human appointment, that the latter is of divine j 
that the ministry of the former possessed no character of sacred* 
ftess, no commission from God, but^from the people; that there 
was no principle of unity Vfx the Synagogue, no sacraments, no 
marks of a Church; in short, that it was nd Churchy and, 
therefore, that the ^nagogue was not the nniKlel of the Chnch 
ti^ Church, 

« You have seen that all \\\e argumeniks which our l^isoopal 
brethren profess to derive from Scripture in favour of their 
»yatem|«re perfectly nugatory, and do not yield it the \Mk 
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solid svpport.' We hare ween tet itte M^i^it^ia^. 
to be continued in the Church to the er»4 ^4 t^t wwa : "lum « 
was devolved upon Barnabat, Kpac^<rotffi^-'«^ Tt m¥ $tj fjnm 
and the Apocalyptic Angels; aoAtuM thene ImhC Ct^qr 
sors, who were in power and rank mif^frr¥fr v> tA^ t/ifniti^t 
This, we have observed, is a decisiire prf0ff. iijoA iim ' ' 
pre-eminence is to be continued in the Church U0€¥^, 

* You have seen that the fathers of tJk? firirt tfrcr 
so far from furnishing a single passage wfiu^ ft^^ t^fmt a 
semblance of aid to the episcopal cause, \\ax^ \\\uk it¥^ He»i|^ iwm<, 
they every where speak a language wholly iacffomwUgni Witu $1, 
and favourable only to the doctrine of ministerial pmriiy^^^^^^ 
bave seen that this is a misrepresentation grosn to e%tem, ^> 
have seen the testimonies of Clemens of Alexandria, at 'frruU^ 
lian, of Irenaeus, of Dionysius, of Hegesippus, and of f (pistius, 
Ui the second century ; and we have seen that the eviderM M m 
clear and strong, that Blondel, Salmasius, Chamier, and a Din»* 
ber of others, have given up the point after some time in thai 
century. We have also seen, that the third century nttonrdu a 
large collection of testimonies to episcopal govemmeot as 
existing not only in that age. but also in the two preeeding 
ages: and that the fourth century bears the same testimony. 
And the conclusion from all this is, that we have clear, decisive 
evidence for the apostolic institution of episcopacy. 

' You have seen that the great body of tlie reformern^ and 
other witnesses for the truths of different ages and nations, with 
one voice maintained the same doctrine, as taught in Scripture, 
and in the primitive Church ; and that even the most conspicu- 
ous English reformers, while they assisted in organizing an 
episcopal establishipent in their own country, defended it on the 
ground of human expediency^ and the will of the magistrate^ 
rather than that of divine right? — We have seen that all this is 
at utter variance with the true state of the case ; that all thp 
reformers of the Church of England placed episcopacy on the 
ground, not of human expediency^ but of apostolic instittUion, 
We have seen*, this to be the fact from the most authentic docu- 
ments; from the * Questions and answers,' from the * Preface to 
the Ordinal,' from the * Ordination Offices,' from Cranmer's 
Catechism, and Sermon on the Keys, and from the testimonies 
of Collier and Burnet. We have also seen that those distin- 
guished witnesses for the truth, the Waldenses, and the 
Protestants of Bohemia, were Episcopalians upon the ground 
of apostolic institution, and that they, preserved this primitive 
government under all their sufferings, and in defiance of all the 
power of their enenriies. We have seen all this proved by the 
testimony of historians the most respectable^ and the most wor* 
thy of credit. 

^ You have seen that the Church of England, and those 
Churches which have immediatdy descended from her, stand 
4tb8QltUely <Uon0i in the whole Protestant world^ in repieaentio^ 
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Bishops as an order of clergy superior to Presbyters ; all 
other Protestants, even those who adopt a sort of pr^acy, hav- 
ing pronounced it to 4)e a mere human invention^^ — We have 
seen that this is in direct opposition to matter of fac:t. We have 
seen that not only the Churches of England and Ireland, and 
the Episcopal Church in Scotland and in this country, i^ace 
episcopacy upon the ground of apostolic institution, but that 
also the Moravian Church, and the Churches of Sweden and 
Denmark place it upon the same ground. We have also seen 
that nearly the whole world is Episcopal ; and that no proof 
can be brought that there ever existed a single Presbyterian 
Church from the apostoUc age to the reformation. And to this 
may be added, the late information given by Dr. Buchanan, that 
the Syrian church in the East-Indies is Episcopal, and has been 
so from its foundation. 

' You have seen some- of the most learned and pious Bishops 
and other divines of the Church of England, utterly disclaiming 
the divine right of diocesan episcopacy ; and declaring that 
they considered a great majority of the clergy of that Church,, 
in later as well as. earlier times, as of the same opinion with 
themselves.' — We have seen that nearly all the divines whom 
you quote, as conceding that episcopacy is a human iQstitution, 
do, in Uie most express manner, maintain. that it is an apostolic 
institution ; and that this is the opinion of the great body of 
Episcopal divines is beyond all doubt. 

* Finally : You have seen that the gradual introduction of 
Prelacy, within the first four centuries, was not only practicable^ 
but one of the most natural and probable of all events ;^and that 
the most competent judges, and profound inquirers into early 
history, have pronounced that it actually took place.' We have 
seen that there was ne change, either gradual, or otherwise, in 
the government of the Church ; that not a single writer of anti- 
quity gives any hint of a change j but, on the contrary, that they 
all declare episcopacy was established by the Apostles. We have 
also seen, that, from the afiiicted state of the Church during the 
first three centuries, from the nature of the human mind which 
cannot act without a motive, and from the impossibility of assign* 
ing any motive for an attempt to .alter the government of the 
Church, BO such change could have taken place. We hava 
further seen, that if men could iiaVe been found weak find wicked 
enough to make the attempt, still that it ^as impracticable to 
succeed without the aid of the civil arm ; and tJuity we know, ifor 
three centuries, was exerted, not to give distinction to the Churck 
of Christ, but to leave not a trace of it upon the face of tho 
earth. And, lastly, we have seen, that the opponents of epis- 
copacy, confidently as they talk about a change, cannot so much 
as name the century in which the change took placa, but that 
they are at utter variance upon this point among themselves. 
From all thede considerations we conclude, that no change took 
place } but that episcopacy is an apostolic aind divine imtUutitm^ 
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To conclBde : We have seen that your book, from the 'begin- 
ning to the end, is ahnost one continued chain of misstatements 
of facts, misrepresentation of authors—bold, unfounded, asser- 
tions — false reasoning — ^palpable contradictions o[ your, own 
assertions, of the principles of your own Church, -of the.in!iterft 
of your own denomination, and what is worse than all, of the 
holy Scriptures. All.tbis must have been very evident to every 
attentive and impartial reader. But still it may be wett again to 
bring to view these particulars, that every one who wishes to 
seci the truth, may be satisfied that I am perfnAHly correct in my 
assertion. The references will be to my own Letters, in which 
the proofs of your errors are exhibited. 

MISSTATEMENTS OF FACTS. 

1. You say, that Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria, attended 
the council of Antioch, in the year 260. Eusebius says that he 
was not there ; being detained by tige and infirmities. Letter 
IV. p. 40.' 

2. You say that Dal matins, who as^sted at Ihe general council 
of Ephesus, in the fifth century, told the Emperor, that ^ there 
were six thousand Bishops in the council.' You quote no ancient 
author for this, for a very good reason — you could not. Indeed, 
it carries absurdity upon the face of it ; and it contradicts Du 
Pin, and Cave, who 'say that <about two hundred attended. 
Letter IV. p. 42, 43.'» 

3. You say, that St. Patrick' planted congregation (d episcopacy 
in Ireland. This is absolutely incredible. A Bishop, acting 
under the Pope of Rome, planting parity in the Churches he 
founded, is too ridiculous. Mosheim gives such an account of 
the matter as every man would expect — Patrick planted episr 
copacy. Dr. Maurice gives the same account; Letter IV. p. 
44, 45.<' 

4. You assert, that the Bishop lived in the same house with 
his Presbyters. This also is too ridiculous for any man to believe. 
It is a gross misstatement, as will be seen Letter IV. p. 45, 46. 

5. You say, that ^ Irenaens was Bishop of Lyons, when he was 
sent with a letter from that Church to Eleutberus, Bishop of 
Rome.' This contradicts Eusebius, who says that Irenaens was 
but a Presbyter at that time, and that he was not Bishop <tf Lyons 
till after his return. Letter VII; p. 82. 

0. Yon assert, that the business of the ' Questions and AnswersP 
occurred in the year 1546 ; whereas, it is evident from Burnet^ 
|hat it took place in the year 1540, before the death of Henry the 
Bighth, when the reformation had made but little progreflB< 
LetterXIV. p. 190, 191. 

7. You inform us, < that several foreign divines, who had only 
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Presbyterian ordination, were allowed to hold benefices in Eng- 
iandJ Of this you givf no proof; nor do you so much as name 
the foreign divines. I have, however, supplied the omission. 
i They w^ere P. Martyr, M. Bucer, and P. Fagiu& The two last 

were neyer admitted to any ecclesiastical benefice, but only to 
academical prefermeats. The firsl held a benefice, but he was 
previously ordained By a Bishop. Letter XV. p. 205. 

8. You assert, that Bancroft was the first man who preached 
up the divine right of episcopacy.' This is contrary to fact. 
Cranmer preached it long before Bancroft. So did the other 
reformers, and some cime after them, Whitgift preached it. The 
Ordination Ofiices also maintain that doctrine. Letter XV. p. 
812, 21d. 

9. You say, that the constitution of the Church of Scotland 
was founded on the presbyterian plan. On the contrary, I have 
proved from the most respectable historians, that the reformers 
of that Church adopted the Lutheran plan of Sfuperintendents ; 
and that parity of ministers was not admitted till twenty years 
after the reformation. Letter XV. p. 214, 215. 

10. You maintain, that the Swedish Bishops are no more than 
SfuperintendcTits. This is in direct . contradiction to Mosheim. 
Letter XVI. p. 219. 

. 11. You adduce the WaMenses as witnesses to ministerial 
parity; and assert, Uhat their ecciesiastical organization was 
Presbyterian in its form.' Tliis has bfeen proved to be a gross 
error. The proofs are taken from Mosheim, Allix, Commenius, 
and the Bohemian Church, in its preface to the book called Hatio 
iHscipliruBy &c. Letter XVI. p. 219. 

12. You misstate the times when iiifant communion, the power 
of Metropolitans^ and the Papacy, took their rise. Letter XVIII. 
p. 253, 257. 

13, You assert, that the people elected their • Bishops in the 
first three centuries. This is certainly contrary to fact, during 
by far the greater part of that period. Letter XVIII. p. 257, 
258, 259. These are but a part of your misstatements, 

MISREPRESENTATION OF AUTHORS. 

1. You have misrepresented Jerome. Several pointed, decisive 
testimonies have been adduced from this author, . When he is 
not obscure, no writer of antiquity bears stronger testimony to 
the apostolic institution of episcopacy. Letter I. passim^ 

2. Hilary is misrepresented. He says, " In the absence of the 
Bishop, the Presbyters conaifrnant ;" ' or, more probaWy, con- 
secrant — consecrate the Eucharist. > At any rate, it does not 
signify ordain. Letter II. p. 18, 19. 

3. You grossly misrepresent Chrysostom and Theodoret 
They most pointedly and unequivocally assert the apostolic 
institution of episcopacy. Letter II. p. 20, 21. 

4. You give an unfair view of the testimonies ojT JPrimasiuft 
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and (SediriiuB. They do tio more than assert the oommutiity of 
names; ta which Episcopalians raftdily subscribe. Letter II. 
p. 21. 

5. Your view of the condemnation of Aerius, is utterly iilcon- 
sistent with the accounts of Epiphanius and St. Augustine. XiCt- 
ter 11. p. 22, 23. 

6. You misrepresent the address of Cyprian's 39th epistle. 
To make it comport with your order of Ruling Elders, yoti in^ 
sert the word Elders y which is not in the address. L(ltter III, 
p. 34.** 

7. You make Numidicus a Ruling Elder, when C3nprian says, 
he joined him with his clergy, that tl^eir number might be r^ 
cruited with such illustrious Priests — gloriosia sacerdotibtis. 
Letter III. p. 34.<» 

8. You have vilified the Apostolic Canons, which Bishop 
Beveridge has amply proved to be the decrees of Synods in the 
second and third centuries, collected at different times, and by 
d ifferent persons. Blondel acknowledges th at they are as ancient 
as the third century. Letter V. p. 56, 67, 68. 

9. You have misrepresented Dodwell in what he says with 
respect to Peter. Letter V. p. 63, 64. ^ 

10. You have most egregiously misreprei*5nted Cyprian in the 
few quotations you give us from his. writings, and particularly 
when you say, that he calls Presbyters his coUeagrief. He never 
once calls them so. Letter V. p. 66. 

11. You have given a ridiculous account of Tertullian's High 
Priest, who, you suppose, * might have been the standing Mode- 
rator of the Presbytery.' Letter VI. p. 70. 

12. You misrepresent Clemens Alexandrinus, who distinctly 
enumerates the orders of Bishop, Presbyter, and I>eacoti ; and 
asserts that there are precepts in the holy Scriptures relating to 
each of them ; consequently, that they are of divine institution. 
Letter VI. p. 74—77. 

13. You have given an unfair view of the testimonies of 
Irensus. Nothing can be more explicit than his assertion, that 
Bishops succeeded to the pre-eminence of the Apostlea Letter 
Vn. p. 79, 80, 8L 

14. You have, even to a degree of ridici^usness, misrepre- 
sented Ignatius. His Epistles are such a powerful support to 
the episcopal cause^that the most learned advocates of presbytery 
have never attempted to bend them in favour of their hsrpothesis. 
Letter VII. p. 87—90. 

15. You have entirely, perverted the meaning of Origen and 
Hilary^ in order to make them give a favourable look towards 
ruling Elders. Thev do not give that order the slightest support. 
Letter VIII. p. 99, 100. 

16. You have given an explication of the various texts of 
Scripture adduced in the ^course of the discussion, which is at 
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niter varianee with th^ explication of the fathers. A« the point 
in dispute is a, raattec of fact, they must be infinitely better judges 
of the evidence of that fact than any moderns can be. Letters 

17. Yon have greatly misrepresented Barrow, Dodwdl» and 
Hoadly, on the subject of uninterrupted succession. The latter 
is said to.be misrepresented on the supposition that youlnd 
reference to his BeasonaJbleness of Conformity. Letter XI; 
p. 143, lU, 145, 146. 

18. You have totally misrepresented the nature of the Jewish 
i^jfnagogue ; and, in consequence, have erroneously made it 
the exemplar of the Christian Church. Letter- XII. 

IQ. You have given an erroneous view of the Institution of a 
Christian Man. It maintains a parity of Bishops in opposi- 
tion to papal supremacy; but not a parity among all the 
ministers of the GospeL Letter XIV. p. 186. 

20. You have misrepresented the principles upon which Cran- 
mer took out a new commission for the exercise of his office. 
He did not thereby acluiowledge any spiritual authority in the 
King ; as is evident from Burnet's history of the refdnnation. 
Letter XIV. p. 192, 193. 

21. You have givin a vei^ fiilse representation of the old 
OrdinaL Letter XIV. p. 194-*199. 

• 22. You have grossly misrepresented the .canons of Elfric. 
They bear a direct testimony to episcopal pre-eminoice. Letter 
XVL p. 290, 231. 

i^.. You have ascribed to Archbishop Anselme, a wodc which 
Cave says is spurious. Your quotation, therefore, is good for 
nothing* Letter XVI. p. 231. 

24. You have given a very improper view of Whitgift, Bilson, 
Jewel, StiUingfleet, Burnet, and several other writers. Letter 
XVII. passim. 

25. Your view of the rise and progress of episcopojcy is 
notbing but misrepresentation from first to last. It is in direct 
ci^otradictton to the nature of the human mind, to notorious 
facts, to the circumstances of the Church, and to the testimony 
of all antiquity. Letters XVIII. XIX. passim. - 

These, Sir, are hi|| a part of your misrepresentations. They 
are,, however, enough for a specimen. 

• . . - " 

UNFOITNDED ASSERTIONS. 

1. All your misstatements of facts, and misrepresentations x)f 
authors, are so many unfounded assertions. To these I will 
add a few more. 

2. You assert that Jerome informs us, that the Presbyters 
ordained their Bishop at Alexandria. This is without founda- 
tion. He says no duch thing. Letter I. p. 11. 

3. Your caption to your readers, to beware of the writers ol 
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the third century, cannot be justified by facts. None of your 
observations can be supported. Letter 11^ p. 30 — 32. 

4. Yon assert, that there was but one congregation at Carthage. 
This has been- proved to be groundless. Letter IH. p. 32 — 34. 

6. You say, ' That the Church of which a Bishop had the care 
is represented in the Epistles of Ignatius, as coming together to 
one place.' This is without foundation. « Letter VII. p, 90 — 92. 

6. You say, that 4he fathers are not unanimous, but contra- 
dict one another.' This is totally unfounded. They all make 
episcopacy an apostolical institution. Letter VIH^. 107, 108.. 

7. You assert, that Timothy and Titus acted as ifvangelifiits at 
Ephesus and Crete. This assertion i^ unfounded. It has been 
shown that they cotild not possibly have acted as* Evangelists, if 
we regard the etymology of the word ; for tjje Gospel had been 
preacned in both places before Timothy and Titus were sent to 
preside over them. Letter IX p. 123, 124. 

8. You assert, that the reformers of the Church of England 
were Presbyterians in principle. This has been prx)ved by 
abundant evidence to have no foundation. Letter XIV. passim. 

9. Your assertion that ignorance prevailed in tde second and 
third centuries, is groundless. It»was very far from being the 
case. Letter XVIII. p. 265, 266. 

10. I have noticed in this letter your unfounded assertion tbat 
imparitv is a Popish doctrine, p. 255. 

11. The summary in your last letter of the evidence contained 
in your book, is nothing but a string of unfounded assertions. 
Not one of the nine particulars you enumerate has been proved, 
p. 320. 

This, I believe, will be a sufficient sample of unfounded asser- 
tions. 

CONTRADICTIONS. 

1. You contradict yourself^ Letter XIII. p. 184. 

2. You contradict your own Confession of Faith, p.' 184. 

3. You contradict the W^estminster divines. Dr. Mason, and 
Mr. M'Leod. p. 185. 

4. You contradict the Scriptures, p. 183. 

OMISSIONS. 

You have omitted several direct, positive testimonies from. 
Jerome, several from Hilary, two from Isidore, two from Opta- 
tus, one from Athanasius, one froni Theodioret, two from Epiph- 
anius, several from Chrysostom, and several from Eusebius; 
besides the testimonies of hundr^s of Bishops met in General 
and Provincial Councils in the fourth century. 

2. In the third century you have omitted the testimonies of 
Ale3cander, Bishop of Jerusalem, of Cornelius, and the Presby- 
ters of the Church of Rome, of Origen, arid a volume of testi- 
monies from Cyprian, and the Bishops of Africa ; besides the 
testimony given to episcopacy hy the Apostolical Canons. 

Vol. I.— 28 
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9. In the second century, yov have omitted the testimony of 
Dionysius, of Polycrttes, and of Hegesippus. 

4. In the first century you have omitted to notice tile Churcb 
of Jerusalem, which, from the Scripture account, and the testi- 
monies of.the ancients, a^rds episcopacy strong support. 

I have now, Sir, said till that I think necessary to be said upon 
the question relating to the government of Christ's Church. 
The subject will admit of a much ampler discussion, and it 
would be an easy matter to fill another volume with testimonies, 
and reasonings upon them ; but I think enough has been done to 
conpnnce those who will weigh with candour and impartiality 
the evjdence adduced, thai episcopacy is an ^apostolic and divine 
institution. 

Although my palience has been severely tried by your man- 
ner of quoting authors, by several provoking hints and expres- 
sions, and by a management strikingly partial and unfair; yet I 
hope that I have not been hurried ioto any transgression of 
decorum. I certainly wished, while I spoke plainly, to avoid 
every thmg that would unnecessarily hurt your feelings. When 
error is exposeci, it must unavoidably have an unpleasant eflfect 
upon the mind of him wbb has fallen into it; but if; when 
exposing error, the manner of doing it be so harsh as to irritate 
the feelings of an opponent, it is censurable. That I am faulty 
in this respect, I am not conscious ; but if you, Sir, perceive any 
thing of the kind, point it out, and it shall be immediately 
retracted. Or if I have done you injustice in any respect what- 
ever, you have but to name it, and if it be really injustice, I will 
readily acknowledge it to be so. To err degrades no man ; but 
obstinately to persevere in error, is really dis^acefuK, 



The series of Letters which I have now addressed to you^ 
ean certainly have no claim to. freedom from defects. The 
circumstances under which they have been written,, do not^I 
believe, often attend one who gives his thoughts to the public, 
upon such a varietur of points as nave occurred in this discussion. 
By far the greater part of these l«etters have been written in 
the midst of my family, without having had recourse, in a single* 
instance, to solitary retirement, and but one of the whole series 
has been transcribed". My collegiate duties, too, have caused 
daily and almost hourly interruptions. A candid mind will not, 
therefore, be disposed to find fault with slight inaccuracies; bpt 
will place them among those things qua^ incuriafudit^ [whiich 
have dropped for want of care.] 

• I shall now. Sir, take my leave of yon, at least for a tinye. 
Whether I shall ever address you again, will entirely depenid 
upon yourself. Should yoii be disposed ror any ftirther discus- 
sion of the subject, you will not find riie unwilling to meet yoijr 
wishes. When the Church to which I hatve the^ happiness to 
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belong is attacked, irksome as writing is at my time of life,- ¥ 
feel no backwardness to exert the little ability I possess, in her 
defence | «nd it affords me no little pleasure to think, that I am 
at the same time defending the causq of dmost every Christian 
Church upon earth. 

m 

' I am, Reverend Sir, with esteem |ind respect. 

Your obedient arid humble servant, ' 

JOHN BOWDEN. 

Columbia College, July 15, 1808. 
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